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same: they would leave Americans
more vulnerable and Iraqis at the
mercy of al-Qaida, a terrorist group
whose aim toward Iraqis and Ameri-
cans is clear.

If Democrats spent half as much time
fighting terrorists as they do this ad-
ministration, America would win this
war a lot faster.

Democrats claim to be the only ones
who care about what Americans think,
but Americans can see through their
posturing. Compassionate rhetoric
without a real plan for action is noth-
ing more than an empty promise.

Republicans are committed to secur-
ing our homeland and have backed up
that talk with action. Like my col-
league, Senator ISAKSON, I invite my
Democratic colleagues to join us in
honoring the sacrifice of those who
have already given their lives for free-
dom by providing real hope and secu-
rity for all Americans instead of just
partisan rhetoric.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. VIT-
TER). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

SECURITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
FOR EVERY PORT ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.R. 4954,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill H.R. 4954) to improve maritime and
cargo security through enhanced layered de-
fenses, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Reid amendment No. 4936, to provide real
national security, restore United States
leadership, and implement tough and smart
policies to win the war on terror.

Schumer amendment No. 4930, to improve
maritime container security by ensuring
that foreign ports participating in the Con-
tainer Security Initiative scan all containers
shipped to the United States for nuclear and
radiological weapons before loading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 12:15
p.m. shall be equally divided in the
usual form.

The Senator from Washington is rec-
ognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be temporarily set aside in
order that I may send an amendment
to the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 4967

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator STABENOW and ask for its con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY], for Ms. STABENOW, for herself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. DAYTON, proposes
an amendment numbered 4967.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To authorize grants for
interoperable communications)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS AND
INTEROPERABILITY GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through
the Office of Domestic Preparedness of the
Office of State and Local Government Pre-
paredness and Coordination, shall make
grants to States, eligible regions, and local
governments for initiatives necessary to im-
prove emergency communications capabili-
ties and to achieve short-term or long-term
solutions to statewide, regional, national,
and, where appropriate, international inter-
operability.

(b) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—A grant awarded
under subsection (a) may be used for initia-
tives to achieve short-term or long-term so-
lutions for emergency communications and
interoperability within the State or region
and to assist with any aspect of the commu-
nication life cycle, including—

(1) statewide or regional communications
planning;

(2) system design and engineering;

(3) procurement and installation of equip-
ment;

(4) training exercises;

(5) modeling and simulation exercises for
operational command and control functions;
and

(6) other activities determined by the Sec-
retary to be integral to the achievement of
emergency communications capabilities and
communications interoperability.

(¢) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

(1) the term ‘‘eligible region’” means—

(A) 2 or more contiguous incorporated mu-
nicipalities, counties, parishes, Indian tribes,
or other general purpose jurisdictions that—

(i) have joined together to enhance emer-
gency communications capabilities or com-
munications interoperability between emer-
gency response providers in those jurisdic-
tions and with State and Federal officials;
and

(ii) includes the largest city in any metro-
politan statistical area or metropolitan divi-
sion, as those terms are defined by the Office
of Management and Budget; or

(B) any other area the Secretary deter-
mines to be consistent with the definition of
a region in the national preparedness guid-
ance issued under Homeland Security Presi-
dential Directive 8; and

(2) the terms ‘‘emergency response pro-
viders” and ‘‘local government’’ have the
meanings given the terms in section 2 of the
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101).

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section—
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(1) $1,000,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2007
through 2011; and

(2) such sums as are necessary for each fis-
cal year thereafter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Ne-
braska is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 4945
(Purpose: To provide emergency agricultural
disaster assistance, and for other purposes)

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to call
up my amendment No. 4945.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendments are
set aside. The amendment is called up,
and the clerk will report the amend-
ment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NELSON],
for himself, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. REID, Mr. SALA-
ZAR, Mr. JOHNSON, and Mr. DORGAN, proposes
an amendment numbered 4945.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in the
RECORD of Tuesday, September 12, 2006,
under ‘“‘“Text of Amendments.””)

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, first I would like to point out the
cosponsors. Senators TALENT, LEAHY,
OBAMA, DURBIN, DAYTON, SCHUMER, and
CLINTON have all asked to be original
cosponsors of my amendment.

I rise today to offer an amendment to
H.R. 4954 that will provide much need-
ed emergency relief to farmers, ranch-
ers, and small businesses in rural
America that today and for some time
have been suffering the devastating im-
pacts of natural disasters, such as the
long-running drought in my home
State of Nebraska.

A few years ago, I named the drought
“David” to make the point that a
drought is a natural disaster just like
hurricanes—although it seems to be in
slow motion—or floods or tornadoes
and should be treated by Congress in
much the same way because they are
disastrous. Congress provides emer-
gency relief to those who have suffered
through devastating hurricanes, and
there is no excuse for not helping farm-
ers, ranchers, and businesses suffering
from this natural disaster.

Unfortunately, in parts of Nebraska,
Drought David is celebrating its sev-
enth birthday, and yet Congress has
failed to provide relief. I believe this
relief must be addressed before Con-
gress heads home for the elections, and
I believe it should be addressed this
week. That is why I am offering my
amendment.

Ordinarily, I wouldn’t offer an
amendment to the port security bill be-
cause I certainly want to support that.
But because of the lack of other oppor-
tunities and the increasing need for re-
lief, I am faced, along with my cospon-
sors and others who will join me, with
the recognition that there aren’t many
opportunities. And waiting until after
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the election just doesn’t seem appro-
priate. I thank Senator CONRAD for his
tireless efforts to get disaster assist-
ance legislation passed through the
Senate and for his work to draft and
introduce the Emergency Farm Relief
Act of 2006 that is the basis for this
amendment.

Every time I check the U.S. Drought
Monitor—and we can take a look at
Drought David on this chart—showing
where and how severely this drought is
affecting the rural parts of America, I
see the entire Central United States, as
my colleagues can note from this dem-
onstration, is suffering from drought
conditions that are categorized as se-
vere, extreme, or exceptional, includ-
ing the western two-thirds of Ne-
braska, which is currently suffering
from severe to extreme drought, Ne-
braska being located right here.

In the Dakotas the same thing is
true, and dropping down to Texas and
moving east, we find that the entire
central part of our country is under
these extreme to severe drought condi-
tions.

So there is a great need for this re-
lief. Recently, in my State of Ne-
braska, Professor Brad Lubben at the
University of Nebraska released a re-
port on the drought’s impact on Ne-
braska’s farmers and ranchers. He con-
cluded that as of August 2006, this year,
the drought has cost Nebraska agri-
culture a total of nearly $342 million—
not much money by some measure-
ments in Washington, DC, but extraor-
dinary in the State of Nebraska. He
found that the drought has thus far
caused $98 million in crop losses, most-
ly wheat; $1 million in additional irri-
gation costs; and about $193 million in
livestock production losses which have
been incurred as well due to pasture
and range conditions that are substan-
tially below average. Grazing losses in
western Nebraska are estimated to be
from 50 percent to 70 percent. Pretty
simple: no grass, no grazing, cattle
losses.

The 2006 production year is not yet
complete, so we don’t know the final
impact this will have on corn, soy-
beans, and sorghum, but I have seen
many fields that are devastated by this
drought and many farmers who have
been given the go-ahead to cut their
crop for silage rather than corn produc-
tion.

Congress and the rest of Washington
must understand this problem is crit-
ical and recognize the need to address
the devastating impact our farmers
and ranchers have suffered.

This comprehensive package provides
emergency funding to farmers and
ranchers who have suffered weather-re-
lated crop production shortfalls, qual-
ity losses, and damage to livestock and
feed supplies. The bill also helps farm-
ers overcome losses as a result of en-
ergy prices that spiked during last
year’s hurricanes—certainly an inci-
dent our Presiding Officer knows very
well.

The bill would also expand funding
for the Emergency Conservation Pro-
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gram, some of which could be made
available for rehabilitating grass and
ranch lands in places such as western
Nebraska and, I would imagine, in the
Dakotas as well that were damaged
from recent wildfires.

I recently toured some of the
drought-stricken regions of western
Nebraska, including Lake McConaughy
which for so long has been called Big
Mac but which now is, unfortunately,
less affectionately referred to as Little
Mac, and the communities that had
been devastated by the wildfires last
month. When I visited firefighting offi-
cials, emergency response coordina-
tors, and community leaders, I asked
them how we could help. This amend-
ment will provide some meaningful and
immediate assistance to Nebraskans
who lost so much in these fires.

Recognizing the devastating impact
the disasters have had on Main Streets
all over rural America, the amendment
also provides assistance for thousands
of small businesses simply fighting to
keep their doors open. When farmers
and ranchers have inadequate income,
obviously it impacts the Main Street of
that community. Lower purchasing
power, lower sales, and fighting to keep
doors open 1is an obvious result.
Drought affects related businesses such
as feed lots, grain dealers, implement
dealers, and even local store fronts
that service rural communities.
Drought doesn’t just destroy farms, it
economically damages our rural com-
munities and businesses.

Now, I know we are discussing port
security, as I said before. So, ordi-
narily, I wouldn’t offer this amend-
ment as a part of that bill, but I am of-
fering it at this time because it is need-
ed, and Congress needs to accomplish
this before it leaves at the end of the
month.

My question is a very simple one: If
not now, when? If not now, when?

Our farmers and ranchers cannot
wait. The devastating impact of
Drought David threatens to drive many
of our farmers and ranchers in rural
communities and businesses out of op-
eration, and without them we cannot
expect to secure our food supply and we
cannot expect to continue to grow our
domestic alternative fuel supplies,
which is such a critical part of our own
fuel security in America today. When
agriculture suffers, the opportunities
for alternative fuels such as biofuels
will suffer as well. That is why we need
to do this.

If we fail to act and by our inaction
we allow farmers and ranchers and
rural businesses to dry up under the
impact of this drought, then we have
failed to ensure both our food and fuel
security.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from North
Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first I
thank very much the Senator from
Washington for her courtesy, and the
Senator from Maine as well. I will be
very brief.
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I also recognize my colleague from
Nebraska for his leadership and thank
him publicly and personally for offer-
ing this amendment right now. Nor-
mally, I would never join in offering
this amendment on port security, but
this involves the food security of the
country, and this has now become a
critical matter in our part of the Na-
tion. We just had a drought rally yes-
terday with farmers from all across
America, joined by 14 Senators, on a
fully bipartisan basis, and joined by my
State’s governor and joined by Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives
from the heartland of the country as
well.

The message was clear and con-
sistent: It is imperative that Congress
act now. If there is a failure to act, lit-
erally thousands of farm families will
be forced off the land. That is how
acute this crisis has become. By sci-
entific measure, they now tell us this
is the third worst drought in the Na-
tion’s history.

The extraordinary irony is that last
year in my State we had massive flood-
ing—flooding that prevented 1 million
acres from even being planted. I note
the occupant of the Chair represents
the State of Louisiana which suffered
S0 dramatically from Hurricane
Katrina. Those of us outside that area
agreed to help and support disaster as-
sistance because it was clearly needed,
and we were pleased to step forward
and offer our assistance. I might say to
the occupant of the Chair and to others
who are listening: Now we have suf-
fered as a result of a disaster. It is dif-
ferent. It is not as dramatic, but for
those affected, it is every bit as dire. I
say to my colleagues, this is one of the
worst situations I have seen in my life-
time in the State of North Dakota.

Last year, here is what the headlines
said all across the State: ‘‘Heavy Rain
Leads To Crop Diseases.” ‘‘Area Farm-
ers Battle Flooding And Disease.”
“Beet Crop Could Be Smallest In Ten
years.” ‘“‘Crops, Hay Lost To Flood-
ing.” “Rain Halts Harvest.”

It was a devastating year. As a re-
sult, last year I offered disaster legisla-
tion that formed the basis of this
amendment. I updated that legislation
on Wednesday of last week. We now
have 20 cosponsors in the Senate on a
fully bipartisan basis saying this legis-
lation is needed, it is needed urgently,
and it is needed now.

This is a picture from last year of a
farmstead in North Dakota completely
surrounded by water. I know these are
remembrances to the occupant of the
Chair of what happened in his own
State of Louisiana. Again, we would be
quick to acknowledge the disaster in
the Gulf States is more dramatic, more
far-reaching, but this is national legis-
lation. This wouldn’t just help those of
us hurt by flooding last year and
drought this year; this would help all
those wherever they are situated who
have suffered from a natural disaster.

This year, as the Senator from Ne-
braska just demonstrated, this is what
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the Drought Monitor shows: Right
down the center of the country, a very
persistent and extreme drought. In
fact, they have a schedule that goes
from abnormally dry to moderate
drought to severe drought to extreme
drought to exceptional drought, excep-
tional drought being obviously the
most extreme. And you can see the
core of the exceptional drought is right
in the heartland of America. But we
are not alone because we can see areas
of exceptional drought right down the
center of the country, all the way over
to the State of Arizona. Not only did
we have extraordinary drought, we had
the most incredible summer of extreme
temperatures that I have ever seen in
my lifetime, culminating on July 30 in
my hometown when it reached 112 de-
grees—112 degrees. I went to a corn
farm south of Bismarck, ND, that was
irrigated—irrigated corn. We stripped
the corn of its husk and the ears
weren’t filling, even though they were
putting tens of thousands of gallons of
water on that field a day. Why not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 1 additional
minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is a
farm field in North Dakota. This is
supposed to be a cornfield. You can see
there is nothing there; it is devastated.
This is widespread in my State.

This picture is from Grant County,
an alfalfa field, and you can see it is in
a Moon state. There is nothing there.

Let me just conclude by saying to my
colleagues, this is an urgent matter.
This is a response to a disaster. If we
fail to act, the bankers of my State
have told me we will lose 5 to 10 per-
cent of the farmers and ranchers in my
State. South Dakota is worse, and this
disaster goes right down the center of
our country. The time to act is now.

I thank my colleagues, and I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 4936

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, earlier
today in morning business, the Demo-
cratic leader spoke in favor of the
amendment that he has brought to the
Senate floor which we will vote on
shortly this afternoon. I rise in opposi-
tion to Senator REID’s amendment.

Mr. President, this is Senator REID’s
amendment, and this is the port secu-
rity bill. I can barely hold up the 507
pages of the Democratic leader’s
amendment. It is an interesting hodge-
podge of provisions that are irrelevant
to the underlying bill—to port secu-
rity. It includes provisions that have
already been rejected by the Senate. It
includes provisions that have already
been enacted by the Congress and
signed into law. It includes provisions
that have just recently been passed by
the Senate and added to the port secu-
rity bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

What it does not include are provi-
sions that have to do with port secu-
rity. This proposal, 507 pages, includes
37 pages of findings, 16 senses of Con-
gress, and no fewer than 95 reports, cer-
tifications, and determinations.

Let me tell my colleagues a bit about
what is actually in Senator REID’S
amendment. Let’s go first to the cat-
egory of provisions which have already
been rejected by the Senate. Let me
give two examples. The legislation in-
cludes, word for word, the exact same
language regarding the involvement of
the United States in Iraq that was
soundly rejected by the Senate by a
vote of 39 to 60 in June of this year.
This is the language that calls for a
phased redeployment of U.S. forces in
Iraq. It has nothing to do with port se-
curity, and it is legislation that this
body has already thoroughly consid-
ered and voted against.

Let me give a second example of pro-
visions of the Reid amendment on
which the Senate has already spoken.
The Reid amendment contains a first
responder funding formula amendment
that is almost identical to the one the
Senate rejected earlier this year by a
vote of 32 to 65. Indeed, the sponsor of
this amendment voted against the for-
mula change he has included in this
bill, as did a total of 25 Democratic
Senators, the majority of the Demo-
cratic caucus. It is not surprising that
they did, for if the Reid amendment
were to pass, 34 States would lose
money for homeland security activi-
ties. It is also ironic that the funding
formula included in Senator REID’S
amendment is an implicit endorsement
of the funding allocation decisions that
were so widely and correctly criticized
earlier this summer.

This bill would give the Department
of Homeland Security additional dis-
cretion in allocating homeland secu-
rity funds. We know what happened
when we gave the Department addi-
tional discretion. The outcome was not
a good one.

I mentioned that the amendment
also includes provisions that have al-
ready been signed into law. Let me give
an example. Mr. President, 105 pages of
this 507-page amendment have to do
with implementing the 9/11 Commis-
sion’s recommendations on foreign pol-
icy and public diplomacy. The pro-
posals outlined in that section of Sen-
ator REID’s amendment were signed
into law as part of the Intelligence Re-
form Act of 2004. They are almost ex-
actly the same as title VII of the Intel-
ligence Reform Act of 2004. Why do we
need to repeat this? It is already law.
How does enacting it a second time
somehow improve our national secu-
rity? It makes no sense.

Let’s move to the third category;
that is, provisions in this amendment
which have already passed the Senate.
There are many good examples of that,
but let me just cite two. They have to
do with the rail security and mass
transit security amendments which we
have already adopted.
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Senator MCCAIN’s rail security
amendment was adopted very early in
the debate on this bill. The proposal of-
fered by Senators SHELBY and SAR-
BANES last night is identical to the
mass transit security provisions in the
Reid amendment. Since those two
amendments have already been in-
cluded in the bill, why would we want
to do it all over again?

I think what most disturbs me about
Senator REID’s proposal is that it is
clearly a partisan amendment that has
been offered to a bill, the port security
bill, that has been bipartisan every
step of the way, from conception to in-
troduction to committee consideration
to the floor deliberations. Port secu-
rity is so important. I know the Pre-
siding Officer understands that well,
coming from Louisiana. We have gone
to great lengths to make sure that the
port security bill was bipartisan.

PATTY MURRAY has been the leader
on this bill on the Democratic side.
Senator LIEBERMAN worked hard on it
in the Homeland Security Committee.
NorM COLEMAN, Senator COLEMAN, on
our side of the aisle, worked with Sen-
ator LEVIN to investigate port security
programs.

Even in the House, this has been a
completely bipartisan—indeed, a non-
partisan—effort, with the legislation
being authored by Representatives DAN
LUNGREN and JANE HARMAN.

At every step of the consideration,
this has been a bipartisan bill. When it
went through the Homeland Security
Committee, it was bipartisan. In the
negotiations with the Commerce Com-
mittee and the Finance Committee, it
was bipartisan. It is very unfortunate
that we are now having a blatantly
partisan amendment offered to a bill
that I had hoped would be the excep-
tion to the rule, a bill we could enact
in a bipartisan manner, because it is so
important that we act without delay.

As I indicated, from the very begin-
ning of the discussions on this bill,
from the hearings, through the com-
mittee markups, through visits to
ports around the country, it has always
been bipartisan. Let’s not weigh this
bill down with partisan amendments.
Instead, let’s get the job done and send
this bill, a bipartisan bill, to the Presi-
dent for his signature without delay.

I reserve the remainder of the time
on this side.

Mr. DEMINT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? Who yields time to the
Senator from South Carolina?

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I will
be happy to yield time to the Senator
from South Carolina, depending on how
much time he needs.

Mr. DEMINT. About 5 minutes.

Ms. COLLINS. That will be fine. I
yield the Senator 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 4970

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 4970.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the calling up of the
amendment?
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Mr. SALAZAR. Reserving the right
to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask
my colleagues for unanimous consent
that following the remarks by Senator
DEMINT, I be recognized for 6 minutes
on the time remaining on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SALAZAR. Reserving the right
to object, I would like to see a copy of
the amendment. We may not object,
but I would like to see a copy of the
amendment.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I will
speak on the amendment and we will
call it up once the copies are available
to the minority, if that is OK?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from South Carolina is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I rise
today, obviously, in support of amend-
ment No. 4970 which we will distribute
in a moment. The Maritime Transpor-
tation Security Act of 2002 required the
Transportation Security Agency,
which we call TSA, to develop a bio-
metric security card for port workers
to limit access to sensitive areas with-
in a seaport. To satisfy this law, TSA is
developing a transportation worker
identification credential which we call
a TWIC card. The law requires that the
Secretary of Homeland Security issue a
card to an individual requesting one
unless determination can be made that
they pose a terrorism threat. However,
it should trouble Americans that the
law specifically allows those who have
been convicted of a felony more than 7
years prior to their application or have
been released from incarceration b5
years prior to their application to be
eligible for a TWIC card. This standard
is too lax and must be strengthened.
DHS officials need clear rules that pre-
vent those convicted of serious felonies
from obtaining access to our secure
port areas. My amendment does just
that. It takes the standards the TSA
uses for airport workers with access to
secure areas and applies them to mari-
time port workers.

Let me make that clear. The exact
same standards that are used in our
airports for workers are in this amend-
ment to apply to transportation work-
ers at our port. Just like the TSA air-
port safety regulations, my amend-
ment automatically bars those con-
victed of serious felonies, which are
listed in this amendment, including
crimes of violence, fraud, bribery, and
terrorism, from being allowed to obtain
one of these transportation cards.

TSA’s airport rules have successfully
kept felons out of the airport work-
force, and it is time we do the same for
our seaport workforce. Because of the
gravity of the threat facing our ports,
we cannot afford to roll the dice by hir-
ing convicted felons. The stakes are
too high.

When setting policies that will keep
our transportation system secure, we
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are continually told by experts that we
must identify and reduce risk in every
situation possible. This amendment
will prevent high-risk individuals from
having access to our most sensitive
port areas.

Keep in mind, felonies are serious
crimes that are punishable by incarcer-
ation or death. This amendment is not
aimed at so-called youthful offenses or
individuals who have received several
traffic tickets. My amendment also
does not take away the current ability
of the Secretary of DHS to grant a
waiver for exceptional cases. Felons,
through their previous criminal activ-
ity, are more likely to be persuaded to
look the other way when a suspect
shipment comes through the port. This
suspect system could contain a variety
of dangerous items—dirty bomb, weap-
on, contraband to sell that would help
finance terrorist operations, just to
name a few. Someone who will commit
extortion, fraud, or traffic in drugs
should not be trusted to protect the se-
curity of our maritime cargo. While
felons do need a second chance, it
should not come at the expense of an
extremely vulnerable part of the U.S.
port infrastructure.

I know some people may object to my
amendment by saying that longshore-
men might be criminals but they are
not terrorists. I do not believe long-
shoremen are criminals, by the way,
but that is why we need to allow DHS
to focus on crimes that specifically re-
late to terrorism. While it may be true
that many of the criminals working in
our ports do not wake up with the in-
tent to promote terrorist activity, this
does not mean they do not pose a ter-
rorist security risk. What I and many
others fear is that convicted felons
could pose a security terrorist risk by
working with those criminals associ-
ated with trying to sneak drugs or sto-
len goods into this country. It might
actually turn out to be 50 grams of plu-
tonium instead of 50 grams of cocaine
that could be used as a dirty bomb that
would poison—Kkill thousands of people,
or maybe it is not part of a dirty bomb
or chemical weapon. Maybe it is just
ordinary contraband which could be
used to help fund terrorist activity in
the United States.

Some others think it is too expensive
to automatically exclude individuals
who have committed one of these seri-
ous felonies from working in our ports.

To those objecting colleagues I would
say: please detail to us which one of
the airports in their State these offend-
ers should be working at, because the
list of felonies we use was lifted right
from the same list the TSA uses for
airports.

Another argument I have heard is
that we are not going to have enough
people to work in our ports.

This is an exaggeration. The fact is,
the TWIC card will be rolled out and
workers who need to have access to the
secure area will apply for the TWIC
card. As a practical matter, felons
know who they are, and they know
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that they will not be issued a TWIC
card. The likely effect is that they will
never apply for a card in the first
place. The local union will imme-
diately notice that a number of its
workers are not applying for TWIC
cards. They will then have the oppor-
tunity to reach out to their commu-
nities and find new union members to
fill the spots.

Logistically, this is not a huge chal-
lenge. The port of Charleston has 2,000
longshoremen working there. If severe
criminality, as outlined under the
amendment is rampant within the
workforce and is at the high level of 10
percent—which is nearly double the na-
tional average for incarceration at one
point in their lifetime of 6.6 percent—
that would only mean that they would
need to replace 200 workers in the
whole port of Charleston.

The bottom line is this applies the
same protection to seaports that ap-
plies to airports. The current TWIC
regulatory regime writes their security
regulations to fit their workforce. It
should be the other way around. The
workforce regulations should be writ-
ten to meet their security needs.

Mr. President, I ask we call up the
amendment and have it read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to setting aside the pending
amendment and calling up this amend-
ment? Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
DEMINT] proposes an amendment 4970:
(Purpose: To prohibit the issuance of trans-

portation security cards to individuals who

have been convicted of certain crimes)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . PROHIBITION OF ISSUANCE OF TRANS-

PORTATION SECURITY CARDS TO
CONVICTED FELONS.

Section 70105 of title 46, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘de-
cides that the individual poses a security
risk under subsection (c)’’ and inserting ‘‘de-
termines under subsection (¢) that the indi-
vidual poses a security risk’’; and

(2) in subsection (c), by amending para-
graph (1) to read as follows:

‘(1) Except as provided under paragraph
(2), an individual shall be deemed to pose a
security risk under this section if the Sec-
retary determines that the individual—

“‘(A) has been convicted (or has been found
not guilty by reason of insanity) of—

‘(i) destruction of a vessel or maritime fa-
cility under section 2291 of title 18;

‘“(ii) violence against maritime navigation
under section 2280 of title 18;

‘‘(iii) forgery of certificates of documenta-
tion, falsified vessel identification, or other
vessel documentation violation under sec-
tion 12507 or 12122 of this title;

‘“(iv) interference with maritime commerce
under section 2282A of title 18;

‘“(v) improper transportation of a haz-
ardous material under section 46312 of title
49;

‘‘(vi) piracy or privateering under chapter
81 of title 18;

‘‘(vii) firing or tampering with vessels
under section 2275 of title 18;



S9458

“(viii) carrying a dangerous weapon or ex-
plosive aboard a vessel under section 2277 of
title 18;

“(ix) failure to heave to, obstruction of
boarding, or providing false information
under section 2237 of title 18;

“(x) imparting or conveying false informa-
tion under section 2292 of title 18;

‘‘(xi) entry by false pretense to any seaport
under section 1036 of title 18;

‘(xii) murder;

‘“(xiii) assault with intent to murder;

“(xiv) espionage;

‘(xv) sedition;

“(xvi) kidnapping or hostage taking;

“(xvii) treason;

‘(xviii) rape or aggravated sexual abuse;

‘“‘(xix) unlawful possession, use, sale, dis-
tribution, or manufacture of an explosive or
weapon;

“(xx) extortion;

“(xxi) armed or felony unarmed robbery;

‘(xxii) distribution of, or intent to dis-
tribute, a controlled substance;

‘(xxiii) felony arson;

“(xxiv) a felony involving a threat;

‘“(xxv) a felony involving illegal possession
of a controlled substance punishable by a
maximum term of imprisonment of more
than 1 year, willful destruction of property,
importation or manufacture of a controlled
substance, burglary, theft, dishonesty, fraud,
misrepresentation, possession or distribution
of stolen property, aggravated assault, or
bribery; or

‘“‘(xxvi) conspiracy or attempt to commit
any of the criminal acts listed in this sub-
paragraph;

‘“(B) may be denied admission to the
United States or removed from the United
States under the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.); or

‘(C) otherwise poses a terrorism security
risk to the United States.”.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I al-
lowed the amendment to be read be-
cause our critics have already sug-
gested that this amendment would in-
clude minor offenses. I will challenge
critics of this bill to point out which of
these felonies they would like trans-
portation workers in our ports to be
able to commit. It makes absolutely no
sense for us to spend literally hundreds
of millions of dollars as a nation to
protect the security of our airports and
our ports if we allow the workers who
are using this scanning equipment for
these inspections to be of a criminal
nature.

I thank the manager for allowing me
to offer this amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, how
much time remains on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-six
minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
6 minutes to the Senator from Colo-
rado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 4945

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in support of the emer-
gency agricultural disaster assistance
package. At the outset, I commend my
colleague, Senator KENT CONRAD, for
having taken the leadership role in
making sure we are taking care of the
needs of family farmers and ranchers
across America. I also congratulate
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Senator NELSON for his leadership on
this issue this morning.

Last night, as America went to sleep,
much of America—the farmers and
ranchers who bring us the food security
in this country—continued to work
way into the night. I can assure you
that across this country, where those
combines are running until 11 or 12 or
1 o’clock in the morning, those farmers
are working. Today probably starting
at about 3 or 4 in the morning, there
were many farmers who were out there
trying to bale their hay with the left-
over dew from the nighttime, making
sure they were baling what was left in
a way that would bring them the max-
imum production. While the rest of
America slept, America’s farmers and
ranchers were working very hard to
make sure that the food security of
this country was, in fact, maintained.
As those farmers and ranchers went
home to get a few hours of sleep, what
was probably on their minds was
whether their family farm or ranch was
going to be there the following year
and whether they were going to be able
to pay off their operating lines of cred-
it for the mortgage payments at the
local bank.

The fact is, rural America is in trou-
ble. Farmers and ranchers are very
much in trouble because of two factors
which have been totally out of their
control for the last couple of years.
One of them is drought and the other is
the high cost of fuel. Those two factors
combined create a disaster emergency
that is unfolding across America today.

On this picture to my left, you will
see a cornfield in Kit Carson, CO, which
turned completely brown because of
the severe drought in my State. This
drought we see going on in Colorado
has had this kind of effect not only this
year but for the last 7 years. Colorado
is now in its seventh year of a very se-
vere drought that will have a very
major impact on the opportunities and
the economies related to these farmers
and to the farm community.

Second is the high cost of fuel which
has affected most Americans. The fact
is that most Americans are upset by
the very high cost of fuel we are pay-
ing. Farmers and ranchers consume a
tremendous amount of gas and diesel
as they operate these machines all
across the farms in America. Today,
farmers are paying twice as much as
they were 2 years ago for the cost of
fuel. Yet, during that same timeframe,
the cost of the produce we have from
these farms and ranches does not in-
crease very much.

We are facing a disaster emergency
which is very much going to affect all
of rural America.

I hope all of my colleagues in the
Senate will join us in passage of the
emergency agricultural disaster assist-
ance package. I am also hopeful that
we can sound a loud drumbeat that will
be heard all the way to the White
House, all the way to President Bush
because he needs to send a signal that
he is going to stand up for rural Amer-
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ica and that he is going to support us
as we try to bring emergency assist-
ance to the farmers and ranchers of
America.

The last time we passed a similar bill
in the Senate, it was killed in the
House, frankly, because it did not have
the support of the White House. Rural
voters who gave support to President
Bush ought to be knocking on the door
of the White House and making sure
the President understands that rural
America is important and that this dis-
aster emergency package is very im-
portant as well.

AMENDMENT NO. 4936

Mr. President, I wish to spend the re-
mainder of my time speaking on behalf
of and in support of the Real Security
Act which was offered by Senator REID.
The fact is, this legislation is a very
important piece of legislation as we
look forward to creating the safest
America we possibly can.

The fact is that b years after 9/11, we
are not yet safe in America. We know
our ports are not secure. We know law
enforcement does not have the training
they should have. I would imagine
most Americans frankly today are feel-
ing that we are not living in a secure
world as we were 8 or 9 or 10 years ago
and that our world has continued to be-
come increasingly dangerous.

The components of the legislation
that was set forth by Senator REID are
simple steps to move us in the right di-
rection in creating greater security for
the people of America here in our
homeland. Very simply, the legislation
first and foremost implements the rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission.
The 9/11 Commission has been heralded
as perhaps the most successful commis-
sion in the last 50 years in America. It
handled a very important question of
how can we make America safe. It
came up with a series of recommenda-
tions. Many of those recommendations
today, some 4 years later, have not yet
been implemented.

The first point that has been made
with the Real Security Act is we will
implement the recommendations of the
9/11 Commission.

Second, the amendment also equips
our intelligence community to fight
against terrorists. For the first time in
18 years, this Republican-controlled
Congress has failed to pass the Intel-
ligence authorization bill that would
give the CIA the resources to conduct
aggressive and effective intelligence
gathering. Senator ROCKEFELLER has
eloquently spoken to this issue. It is an
abysmal neglect of duty on the part of
the United States of America and its
Government if we don’t reauthorize the
intelligence act as has been done in the
past 28 years.

Third, the amendment as proposed by
Senator REID will make sure we are in-
vesting additional money to secure our
ports, our rails, our roads, our airports,
our chemical and nuclear plants, and
mass transit systems. We only need to
look at what has happened in the
United Kingdom and in Spain and
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other places to know that our rails, our
mass transit systems, and our ports
are, in fact, not at all secure today.

Fourth, we would refocus America on
the war on terror by making sure we
continue to pursue Osama bin Laden
and bring him to justice.

Fifth, the amendment would provide
better updated tools so we can bring
these terrorists to justice. Five years
after 9/11, there are still hundreds of
terrorists who need to be prosecuted
and brought to justice. We can’t afford
to wait any longer.

Finally, the amendment would, in
fact, bring about a new understanding
of how we ought to move forward with
the war in Iraq.

I believe strongly that the Real Secu-
rity Act which has been proposed by
Senator REID should be supported by
our colleagues.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
8 minutes to the Senator from Dela-
ware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding time to me.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, last
Thursday I introduced a bipartisan res-
olution urging the President to take
immediate action to avert a looming
tragedy in Darfur, Sudan. I urge the
Senate to pass it today. The Govern-
ment of Sudan has launched an all but
military offensive in Darfur that could
result in hundreds of thousands of
deaths. The United States must lead
the international community to save
those lives. It is urgent that we act.

Over the past 2 years the situation in
Sudan has remained dire. As many as
400,000 people have died. Two million
people have been displaced from their
homes, over 200,000 are refugees in
Chad, and 3 million rely on inter-
national aid. Those numbers haven’t
diminished over time, they have gotten
worse. And now, they may be on the
brink of becoming even more cata-
strophic.

In May of this year, the Government
of Sudan and rebels in Darfur—specifi-
cally the Minni Minawi faction of the
Sudan Liberation Army—signed a
peace agreement. Tragically, instead of
improving the security situation, the
Darfur Peace Agreement has made
things worse.

The agreement never had the support
of the entire SLA, or the other major
rebel movement in Darfur, the Justice
and Equality Movement. Nor did it
have the support of people living in dis-
placed persons camps in Darfur. In the
days and weeks after news of the agree-
ment spread, violence in camps in-
creased either because people mis-
understood what was in the agreement,
or they felt the agreement was flawed.
And violence on the ground became
worse, as the rebel factions split and
fighting erupted between those who
had signed the Darfur Peace Agree-
ment and those who had not.
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Tens of thousands of people have
been displaced in fighting since May—
50,000 in the last 2 months alone. Many
of them have taken refuge in camps for
the internally displaced. Attacks on
humanitarian aid convoys have in-
creased by a factor of more than 10
compared to this time last year.
Twelve humanitarian workers have
been killed in the past 4 months—more
than during the entire previous year.
Two hundred internally displaced
women have been raped and another 200
violently assaulted over the course of
the past 5 weeks.

The United Nations, after months of
delay, finally extended the mandate of
the U.N. Mission in Sudan—UNMIS—to
Darfur at the end of August. And,
through U.N. Security Council Resolu-
tion 1706, it authorized the deployment
of over 17,000 peacekeepers and 3,000 ci-
vilian police to Darfur.

However, the Government of Sudan
has categorically rejected the deploy-
ment of the U.N. force. In fact, the Su-
danese Government has launched a
military offensive in the region. Khar-
toum has sent over 10,000 troops to
Darfur and has resumed aerial bom-
bardments. Seven villages—villages,
not military targets—were bombed just
this weekend. African Union officials
have stated that they will not extend
the mission in Sudan past the end of
this month. I understand that the Afri-
can Union Peace and Security Council
will meet in New York on September
18, just before the U.N. General Assem-
bly meeting takes place. But it is un-
clear if the AU will reverse its decision
to terminate its mission in Sudan. If it
does terminate it, ‘‘Katey, bar the
door,” all the carnage going on now
will be increased multifold.

Even if the impediments I just men-
tioned did not exist, it would be
months—we are talking January—be-
fore a U.N. mission could fully deploy,
so we need the AU to stay in place a
while longer.

In the mean time, Khartoum is doing
its level best to be sure that no U.N.
force comes to Darfur. The Govern-
ment of Sudan’s tactic seems to be to
scorch enough earth—and people—such
that there will be no need for the
peacekeeping force because there will
be no one left to protect and no peace
to keep.

At this point in time, right here
today, we are at a pivotal moment.
Hundreds of thousands of Sudanese are
in camps, vulnerable to aerial and
ground attacks from government
forces. We cannot stand by and do
nothing.

This resolution is very straight-
forward. It calls on the President to
undertake three key actions, some of
which the Senate has asked him to do
before:

First, it once again calls on him to
pursue the imposition of a no-fly zone
through the U.N. NATO or NATO al-
lies. The Senate asked the President to
propose that NATO consider how to im-
plement and enforce such a no-fly zone
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in March of this year. If anything the
need to enforce a no-fly zone has in-
creased.

Second, it asks that the President se-
cure the necessary support from United
Nations member states to schedule a
special session on Sudan in the United
Nations Human Rights Council. The
international community must speak
out on the atrocities which continue to
unfold in Sudan—and it must act.

Third, it asks the President to ap-
point a Special Envoy to Sudan to head
the office that Senator DEWINE and I
established at the State Department
through the supplemental appropria-
tions bill signed into law in June. The
administration has avoided naming a
Special Envoy to Sudan for years, and
our diplomatic efforts have suffered as
a result.

I am under no illusion that these ac-
tions alone will stop the Sudanese Gov-
ernment’s murderous actions in
Darfur. The international community
must put a credible international force
on the ground as soon as possible.
NATO should be prepared to help the
AMIS hand-off to the United Nations.
The U.S. should impose targeted finan-
cial, travel, and diplomatic sanctions
against the Sudanese leadership, rebel
forces, and others determined to be re-
sponsible for the atrocities and pursue
the immediate imposition of similar
sanctions by the U.N. Security Council
and the European Union as called for
by U.N. Security Council Resolutions
1556 and 1564. It is long past time for
the Security Council to take such ac-
tion. If the Council cannot act because
of threats of a Russian or Chinese veto,
then the United States and Europe
should do so together.

I visited the camps across the border
in Chad. It is an absolute tragedy.
There are tens of thousands of people
in that one camp alone, with no real
protection. When the appropriate time
comes I will introduce this resolution.
I hope it meets the approval of my col-
leagues. I hope the President will lis-
ten.

I thank the managers of the bill for
yielding me this time.

I yield the floor.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM). The Senator from Ohio is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 4962
(Purpose: To amend the Robert T. Stafford

Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance

Act to authorize the President to carry out

a program for the protection of the health

and safety of residents, workers, volun-

teers, and others in a disaster area)

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to set aside the
pending amendment and call up
amendment No. 4962.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Ohio, [Mr. VOINOVICH]
proposes an amendment numbered 4962.
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Mr. VOINOVICH. I ask unanimous
consent the reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in the
RECORD of Tuesday, September 12, 2006,
under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.””)

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
rise today to offer the Disaster Area
Health and Environmental Monitoring
Act, an amendment to the port secu-
rity bill.

This legislation is vital because it
provides for the monitoring of the
health and safety of individuals ex-
posed to harmful substances as a result
of a presidentially declared disaster.
The Senate passed this bill by unani-
mous consent in the 108th Congress,
but jurisdictional disagreements be-
tween committees in the House caused
it not to be passed in the House.

This issue first came to my attention
during a series of Environment and
Public Works Committee hearings in
2002 when we learned of the severe
health problems facing thousands of
workers and volunteers who heroically
responded to the September 11, 2001, at-
tacks on the World Trade Center. Per-
haps some of my colleagues saw the ‘60
Minutes’” segment this last Sunday
that examined the problem in depth.

I will never forget Joe Allbaugh, 3
months after September 11, before the
committee. I asked him: What have
you found out about what folks were
exposed to, those who were first re-
sponders?

And he said: I can’t get the informa-
tion.

This bill would give the President the
right to immediately go in and do the
investigation to determine what these
folks were exposed to.

One of the things that we also did
was discover that these first responders
did not have the opportunity to have a
screening. We were able to get $14 mil-
lion set aside to do screening of first
responders.

In the case of Ohio—we had one of
the first responding units there—we
found a variety of health problems, in-
cluding respiratory illness, pneumonia,
asthma, and many faced the possibility
of long-term health issues.

I am deeply saddened to note the re-
cent passing of New York City Police
Detective James Zadroga, a rescue
worker at the World Trade Center,
whose tragic death was directly caused
by his exposure to toxic fumes and dust
at Ground Zero.

Currently, the Federal Emergency
Management Agency does not hold the
authority to conduct the necessary
long-term monitoring of health im-
pacts following environmental expo-
sures in the wake of a disaster.

In 2003, Federal funding helped estab-
lish the World Trade Center Worker
and Volunteer Medical Screening Pro-
gram at Mount Sinai Hospital and the
University of Cincinnati. I have al-
ready referred to that. At least way
afterwards we started doing the screen-
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ing to let the folks know what they
were subjected to. According to the
findings, almost 70 percent of the
World Trade Center responders had a
substantially worse respiratory system
following their work at the World
Trade Center. Among the responders
who were asymptomatic before Sep-
tember 11, 61 percent developed res-
piratory symptoms while working at
the World Trade Center.

In addition to that assistance at
Ground Zero, OTF responded to the
needs of communities around the coun-
try faced with the aftermath of natural
disasters. OTF sent responders to Flor-
ida following Hurricane Dennis in July
of 2005 and to Louisiana and Mississippi
following Hurricane Katrina in August
of 2005.

In the aftermath of Hurricane
Katrina, the need for public health
monitoring became clear. The CDC and
EPA have identified 13 environmental
health issues confronting first respond-
ers, including drinking water, waste-
water, solid waste, debris and soil con-
tamination from toxic chemicals. It is
vital this legislation is enacted to ad-
dress any health care needs that arise
for the thousands of first responders
who are active on the gulf coast. S. 1741
authorizes the President, if he deter-
mines that substances of concern have
been released in a federally declared
disaster area, to activate a program in
a Federal partnership with appropriate
medical institutions for the protection,
assessment, monitoring, and study of
the health and safety of individuals.

The act also would direct Federal
agencies to enter into a contract with
the National Academies of Sciences to
study and report on disaster area
health protection and monitoring.

It is extremely important we take
care of these individuals because, as 1
stated in past hearings, whether people
volunteer to be first responders de-
pends on how we treat the first re-
sponders at the World Trade Center,
the gulf coast, and other disaster areas.
If they are not going to be able to find
out immediately what they have been
exposed to, and the President has the
authority to get in there and find out
what it is, we will have more and more
people reluctant to come to the help in
other disasters in the country.

I therefore urge my colleagues to
support this bipartisan bill which is co-
sponsored by 16 of our Senate col-
leagues. It is strongly supported by the
first responder community.

I thank the Senator from Maine for
this opportunity to share why it is im-
portant we get it passed.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4936

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to
support the Reid amendment, the Real
Security Act, offered as an amend-
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ment, and I rise to say a word about
the amendment offered by Senator
NELSON today which Senator CONRAD
and I and many others have worked on
and support, dealing with farm disaster
aid.

First, let me talk about this issue,
the Real Security Act. I know there
are some who say this is an omnibus
piece of legislation offered as an
amendment; it is moving too quickly. I
don’t think the U.S. Congress has ever
been accused of speeding. I don’t think
we ever ought to be worried about mov-
ing too quickly. My concern with re-
spect to security in this country is that
we move too slowly.

The issue of one, two, or three areas
in which we deal with the security of
this country—we do it here, there, else-
where—over a month or two, a year or
two, or 5 years, there is a lot to be
done, and it needs to be done in an om-
nibus way, in a way that is organized.

That is what my colleague, Senator
REID, has offered, the Real Security
Act, which we have worked on in its
various pieces for a long time.

Let me describe why we need some-
thing like this and why this is a good
place to begin discussing it. The fact is,
it is b years after September 11. We just
had the commemorative anniversary of
that terrorist attack against our coun-
try in which thousands of Americans
were murdered. We still have a cir-
cumstance where in many areas first
responders cannot speak to each other.
Firefighters, police officers, and so on
are not able to communicate with each
other. In the event of a future terrorist
attack my hope is we have compatible
communications.

My colleague offers an amendment
that deals with a whole range of issues,
including emergency preparedness, re-
sponse, communications, border secu-
rity, increasing the number of special
forces, safeguarding nuclear materials,
and increasing the Cooperative Threat
Reduction Program. He describes in
this amendment a new approach with
respect to rail security and mass tran-
sit security, as well as aviation secu-
rity.

As an aside, I point out that we have
a situation with respect to aviation se-
curity that I know is very difficult for
this country, for the traveling public,
and for the airlines. There is no ques-
tion we understand what the terrorists
did. The terrorists used some box cut-
ters and an airplane loaded with fuel to
run into buildings. Both the World
Trade Center attacks and the Pentagon
were low-tech attacks. My under-
standing was that attack on September
11 cost around $500,000, with 19 people,
some box cutters and some hijacked
airplanes.

We have a lot to do with respect to
trying to understand where the next
attack might come from and how to
foil that attack. I commend all of those
who have been working in these areas
who have been successful in uncovering
conspiracies and uncovering potential
attack plans against our country and
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foiling those plans. They deserve our
undying thanks. We need to say to
them: Stay on the job. Continue to do
that excellent work.

We also need to give them the tools.
The Reid amendment offers those tools
in a wide range of areas—the tools that
will equip our first responders, the
tools that will equip our intelligence
community, the tools that will equip
our soldiers. For example, there is a
provision in the Reid amendment that
talks about the funding necessary for
new language capabilities in the Mid-
dle East and Asian languages in our in-
telligence communities. Yes, we are
doing some of that, but we are not
doing as much as we could.

This amendment is an omnibus
amendment that, in my judgment,
moves in the right direction. As I said
before, I know those who say it does
too much, the danger is not that we are
doing too much in Congress, the danger
is we will do too little. With respect to
this issue of real security, this Con-
gress, this Senate, would be well ad-
vised to accept this amendment.

I read in the paper this morning a
congressional colleague on the other
side of the aisle in the other body said:

I wonder if Democrats are more interested
in protecting terrorists than in protecting
the American people?

That is a pathetic political state-
ment not worthy of much response, ex-
cept to say this: All Members in this
Chamber care about this country. All
in this Chamber are Americans who
want to protect this great country of
ours. There is a barrel full of politics
around this; I understand that. When
you read what I read in the paper this
morning by someone from the other
body, it is pretty pathetic.

What we ought to do, it seems to me,
is not worry about trying to move too
fast. Let’s worry we are not moving
fast enough. Let’s embrace this Reid
amendment and have a debate on it
and add this to the port security bill
and we will have done this country a
significant amount of good work in
protecting America’s future.

AMENDMENT NO. 4945

I take a couple of minutes to say I
strongly support the agricultural dis-
aster piece offered as an amendment by
Senator NELSON. I have twice offered
an agricultural disaster piece that has
gone through the full Senate. We have
gone to conference two times. In both
circumstances, once last December and
once this spring, we lost it because the
President threatened to veto it and the
House conferees would not accept it as
a result of that Presidential veto
threat.

I will just show three charts very
briefly. This is a soybean field that is
supposed to be about a foot high at this
point. There is almost nothing grow-
ing. This is a man from my State. He is
walking in a creek bed. The creek is
dry. We have suffered a devastating
drought. When farmers lose everything,
when they have no crop, when their
pasture is gone and it looks like a
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moonscape, when they have to send
their cows to market because there is
nothing for a cow to eat, that is a dis-
aster.

This country goes all over the world:
You have trouble, let us help; we want
to help you. Good for us. That is a good
value system. How about doing that at
home? When farmers and ranchers lose
everything, how about us saying: We
want to help you. We want to extend a
helping hand.

We have not done that yet because
the President has threatened a veto. I
hope the President will work with us
rather than against us and decide it
worthy to help Americans who are in
trouble.

So my colleague, Senator NELSON,
has offered an amendment on this bill.
My colleague, Senator CONRAD, and I,
and many others have worked in a bi-
partisan way. This is not a partisan
issue in the Senate. We passed it twice
on a bipartisan basis. I hope we will
add this amendment to this underlying
bill as well. I hope in between now and
when it gets to the White House the
President will understand the urgency
of this situation.

Times change. Things change. The
fact is, these folks need help. We have
a responsibility to do it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Dela-
ware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The pending
amendment is laid aside.

AMENDMENT NO. 4975
(Purpose: To establish a Homeland Security
and Neighborhood Safety Trust Fund and
refocus Federal priorities toward securing
the Homeland, and for other purposes)

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN]
proposes an amendment numbered 4975.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’)

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, since I
only have 2 minutes—and I am not
going to ask for a vote on it now—my
amendment talks about the dirty little
word no one wants to talk about: How
are we going to pay for all this? The
fact is, we are arguing over peanuts.
The fact is, we should set up a trust
fund as we did with the violent crime
trust fund. We should fund everything
everyone knows we need to fund here,
all those elements the 9/11 Commission
called for, plus reinstating local law
enforcement.
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The whole cost of that would be less
than 1 year—1 year—of the tax cut for
people making over $1 million. My
amendment sets up a trust fund, has
$63 billion put into that trust fund, dis-
placed over 5 years—$10 billion a year—
to pay for all we are doing here.

Rich folks are just as patriotic as
poor folks. It instructs the Finance
Committees to go out and find the
means by which they would deal with
that, take it 1 year or take a piece of
it over b5 years.

The bottom line is, this is crazy. We
are talking about all that we do not
have. We are passing amendments like
the Biden-McCain amendment or the
McCain-Biden amendment on rail. We
know it is never going to be funded. We
know the cost is about $50 billion to
fund what we all need. Yet, at the same
time, we are spending three times as
much on a tax cut as we are spending
on how we are going to do it.

This is only for people making over
$1 million. Again, I floated this with
millionaires. I have been with groups
who are millionaires. I have asked
them: Would you object to giving up 1
year of your tax cut?

The response is: No, if you guarantee
me it is going to go to provide for secu-
rity.

This amendment would guarantee
that, set up a trust fund. For those who
are skeptical about trust funds, let me
remind you, we did it with the violent
crime trust fund. It worked, and it re-
duced crime. We should step to the
plate and say how we are going to pay
for it.

Everyone in this body knows that we
are not yet safe enough. Independent
experts, law enforcement personnel,
and first responders have warned us
that we have not done enough to pre-
vent an attack and we are ill-equipped
to respond to one.

Hurricane Katrina, which happened
just over a year ago, demonstrated this
unfortunate truth and showed us the
devastating consequences of our failure
to act responsibly here in Washington.

And, last December, the 9/11 Commis-
sion issued their report card on the ad-
ministration’s and Congress’s progress
in implementing their recommenda-
tions. The result was a report card rid-
dled with D’s and F’s. And, to add to
this, the FBI reported earlier this sum-
mer that violent crime and murders
are on the rise for the first time in a
decade.

Given all of this, it is hard to argue
that we are as safe as we should be. To
turn this around, we have to get seri-
ous about our security.

If we establish the right priorities,
we can do the job. We can fund local
law enforcement, which the President
has attempted to slash by over $2 bil-
lion. We can give the FBI an additional
1,000 agents to allow them to imple-
ment reforms without abandoning local
crime. We can secure the soft targets
in our critical infrastructure, to ensure
that our chemical plants and elec-
tricity grids are protected from at-
tacks. We can immediately re-allocate
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spectrum from the television networks
and give it to our first responders so
they can talk during an emergency.

I know what many of my colleagues
here will argue. They will argue that it
is simply too expensive to do every-
thing. That is malarkey. This is all
about priorities. And, quite frankly,
this Congress and this administration
has had the wrong priorities over the
past b years.

For example, this year the tax cut
for Americans who make over $1 mil-
lion is nearly $60 billion. Let me repeat
that, just 1 year of the Bush tax cut for
Americans making over $1 million is
nearly $60 billion.

In contrast, we dedicate roughly one-
half of that—approximately $32 bil-
lion—for the entire operations of the
Department of Homeland Security.

We have invested twice as much for a
tax cut for millionaires—less than 1
percent of the population—than we do
for the Department intended to help se-
cure the entire Nation.

For a nation that is repeatedly
warned about the grave threats we
face, how can this be the right pri-
ority?

The amendment that I am offering
would change this by taking less than
1 year of the tax cut for millionaires—
$53.3 billion—and invest it in homeland
security over the next 5 years.

By investing this over the next 5
years at just over $10 billion per year,
we could implement the 9/11 Commis-
sion recommendations and do those
commonsense things that we know will
make us safer.

For example, under this amendment,
we could hire 50,000 additional police
officers and help local agencies create
locally based counterterrorism units.

We could hire an additional 1,000 FBI
agents to help ensure that the FBI is
able to implement critical reforms
without abandoning its traditional
crime-fighting functions.

We could also invest in security up-
grades within our critical infrastruc-
ture and nearly double the funding for
State homeland security grants.

And, the list goes on.

The bill that we are debating today is
a good bill, and I am sure it will pass,
but does anyone really believe that the
$400 million in port security grants au-
thorized in it will really be funded? A
look back at our recent appropriations
bills tells us that this is not likely.

Just this July we passed the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security appropria-
tions budget. In that legislation, the
Senate allocated only $210 million for
port security grants—just over one-half
of what we are advocating be author-
ized in this bill.

Another example of this problem is
our shameful record on providing fund-
ing for rail security. For the last two
Congresses. the Senate has passed bi-
partisan rail security legislation spon-
sored by myself and Senator MCCAIN,
and others.

This legislation authorizes $1.2 bil-
lion to secure the soft targets in our
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rail system, such as the tunnels and
stations. In fact, this legislation was
added as an amendment to this bill 2
days ago. I thank my colleagues for in-
cluding it, but we all understand that
there is no chance of fully funding it
unless we change our priorities.

Indeed, this body has voted against
funding rail security when I have of-
fered it as an amendment to the De-
partment of Homeland Security appro-
priations bill the past 2 years. During
that time, only $150 million per year
has been allocated for rail and transit
security with less than $15 million allo-
cated for Amtrak security.

So while I thank my colleagues for
recognizing the need for increased rail
security by adopting the McCain-Biden
amendment, it is clear that it won’t
mean much. Unfortunately, this is an
example that is repeated over and over.

We know that the murder rate is up
and that there is an officer shortage in
communities throughout the Nation.
Yet, we provide zero funding for the
COPS hiring program and we have
slashed funding for the Justice Assist-
ance Grant.

We know that our first responders
can’t talk because they don’t have
enough interoperable equipment. Yet,
we have not forced the networks to
turn over critical spectrum, and we
vote down funding to help local agen-
cies purchase equipment every year.

We know that only 5 percent of cargo
containers are screened, yet we do not
invest in the personnel and equipment
to upgrade our systems.

We know that our critical infrastruc-
ture is vulnerable. Yet, we allow indus-
try to decide what is best and provide
scant resources to harden soft targets.

The 9/11 Commission’s Report Card
issued last December stated bluntly
that “‘it is time we stop talking about
setting priorities and actually set
some.”’

With this amendment, we set some
priorities.

I won’t go through the entire amend-
ment on the floor, but I would like to
touch on the highlights.

First, we provide the funding nec-
essary to implement the recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission.

Next, we take the commonsense steps
to make our Nation safer.

We make sure that law enforcement
and first responders have the per-
sonnel, equipment, training, and are
sufficiently coordinated to do the job.

With this trust fund we could pro-
vide: $1.15 billion per year for COPS
grants; $160 million per year to hire
1,000 FBI agents; $200 million to hire
and equip 1,000 rail police; $900 million
for the Justice Assistance Grants; $1
billion per year for interoperable com-
munications; and $1 billion for Fire Act
and SAFER grants.

We could invest in screening tech-
nologies: $100 million to improve air-
line screening checkpoints; $100 million
for research and development on im-
proving screening technologies.

We set aside funding for our critical
infrastructure: $500 million per year for
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general infrastructure grants; $5600 mil-
lion per year for port security grants;
$200 million per year to harden our rail
infrastructure.

And, the list goes on.

Mr. President, I will conclude where 1
started. This is all about setting the
right priorities for America. Instead of
giving a tax cut to the richest Ameri-
cans who don’t need it we should take
some of it and dedicate it towards the
security of all Americans.

Our Nation’s most fortunate are just
as patriotic as the middle class. They
are just as willing to sacrifice for the
good of our Nation. The problem is
that no one has asked them to sac-
rifice.

If we adopt this amendment, we will
be asking them to sacrifice for the
good of the Nation, and I am convinced
that they would gladly help us out. We
have done this before with the Violent
Crime Trust Fund.

This amendment is about reordering
our homeland security priorities, and I
urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. President, I thank my colleague,
the Senator from Washington, for
yielding me the time, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Alaska.

AMENDMENT NO. 4936

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want
to be as constrained as possible on this
concept, but I do want to talk about
this amendment of Senator REID’s. It is
a 500-plus-page amendment to be added
to our port security bill, and most of
the provisions are totally unrelated to
port security. It covers Iraq policy; in-
telligence reform; all of the 9/11 Com-
mission reforms; troop redeployment
concepts; Iraqi contractor provisions; a
section regarding detainees, such as
those people at Guantanamo Bay; im-
migration and border security; and a
whole section on transportation.

Now, I do not know if the Senate re-
alizes, but the port security bill that
our committee, the Commerce Com-
mittee, reported was originally Sen-
ator INOUYE’s bill. As a matter of fact,
we took it and reviewed it and made
some minor modifications to it, and
Senator INOUYE suggested that my
name go first since I was chairman. We
are cochairmen of the committee. As a
matter of fact, it was the Inouye, Ste-
vens, Collins, Lieberman, Grassley,
Baucus, Coleman, Murray amendment
that we were talking about when we fi-
nally got to the floor and put every-
thing together.

We worked on trying to make this
bill before the Senate a bipartisan bill,
and what does my good friend—he is
my good friend—the Democratic lead-
er, do? He brings us a bill, 500 pages, to-
tally partisan. There is no bipartisan-
ship in that bill at all. In each in-
stance, it is the minority’s position on
these very controversial subjects.

We have worked 18 months to come
to the floor with bills from three com-
mittees—a bipartisan approach—and
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we are at the last minute supposed to
vote on an amendment with 500-plus
pages on a whole series of things.

I remember people used to say: It’s
everything but the Kkitchen sink. Do
you know what I mean? There is so
much in this bill that is totally par-
tisan—it is awesome—when we are
working to try to finish up this year
and trying to reach out and be bipar-
tisan. Above all bills, this bill we
brought to the floor was bipartisan—
three separate committees on a bipar-
tisan basis. And from all three commit-
tees, the ranking members and the
chairmen signed that bill.

Now, I cannot think of anything that
has been done to destroy the biparti-
sanship we seek to have to deal with
issues such as security other than this
bill. Why should we be forced to have a
cloture vote or raise a point of order
against a bill like that? It should not
have been brought to the floor.

Now, it is time we settled down and
started thinking about: How can we get
our work done? There are going to be
elections soon, and it is a tough period
for everybody. One-third of the Senate
is up for election. I know that. We all
know that. And we try to understand,
on a bipartisan basis, we should do
some things and not be offensive to
people who are up for election.

I hope I am not being offensive to my
friend from Nevada. But I am telling
him he should not, as a leader, do this.
And it is time we thought about how
we can settle problems like the secu-
rity at our ports. The bill we brought
to the floor could have been passed
with one or two amendments in a few
hours. As a matter of fact, we thought
that was going to happen. We really
did. Because of the cooperation that
was there from each committee and the
work we did literally through our
staffs and through the members of con-
solidating the work of three different
committees on a bipartisan basis, we
thought we had this subject covered.
But the amendments that are being
brought to us now have nothing to do
with port security.

We thought we would emphasize port
security. At the suggestion of the Sen-
ator from Arizona, Mr. McCAIN, we put
rail security in. It, too, 1is so
interlocked with port security, it was
justifiable. And, again, that portion of
the bill was bipartisan. No question
about it. That was part of the work of
our committee on railroad and rail se-
curity.

But I say to the Senate, time is now
a commodity before the election. There
is very little of it left. I would hope we
don’t have any more of these amend-
ments. And if we do, I think we ought
to face the question of just imme-
diately tabling them. Let’s stay di-
rected toward what our work demands
of us; and that is, to take the action
that is necessary to assure security in
the different modes of transportation
that our people must use. I hope we
will have no more of these amend-
ments.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, what
is the time situation between the two
parties?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 28 minutes 41 seconds. The
minority has 21 minutes 23 seconds.

Mr. STEVENS. Then, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
in the quorum call be charged equally
to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, let me
just add to the comments made by the
distinguished chairman of the Com-
merce Committee about the amend-
ment offered by the Democratic leader.
I mentioned earlier that this amend-
ment is 507 pages. This, in my hand, is
the port security bill. Now, this, in my
hand, is the Reid amendment. I can
barely lift it. It requires no fewer than
95 reports, certifications, and deter-
minations. It has 37 pages of findings.
It has 16 sense-of-the-Congress resolu-
tions. It requires 36 GAO reports and
audits.

But what is not in there? There is
virtually nothing in there that relates
to port or maritime security. In fact,
we have now done a search of the en-
tire amendment. We found one—one—
reference to port security and one ref-
erence to maritime and cargo security
in the entire Reid amendment.

I think that makes the point. I think
that says it all. This amendment is ir-
relevant to the underlying bill.

As I mentioned earlier, it includes
provisions that the Senate has already
decisively rejected on what our policy
should be in Iraq and what the funding
formula should be for the homeland se-
curity grant program. It is not as if
those provisions were rejected years
ago; they were rejected just a few
months ago. So it makes no sense for
this amendment to include formula
changes and a change in our policy in
Iraq that this body, by more than 60
votes in each case, decisively rejected.

In fact, when it comes to the funding
formula for homeland security grants,
the majority of the Democratic Caucus
rejects the formula change that is in-
cluded in the Reid amendment. As I
mentioned, over 100 pages of the Reid
amendment deal with foreign policy
recommendations, public diplomacy
recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion that are already law. They are vir-
tually identical to a title of the Intel-
ligence Reform Act of 2004, which is al-
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ready law. Other provisions in the Reid
amendment we have passed during the
debate on the port security bill—the
proposals of Senator MCCAIN and Sen-
ators SHELBY and SARBANES on rail and
mass transit security. We already
adopted those. Those are redundant at
best.

What it comes down to is, unfortu-
nately, this is simply a partisan
amendment. That is so unfortunate be-
cause the work on this port security
bill has never been partisan—never.
There have been leaders such as Sen-
ator MURRAY and Senator LIEBERMAN
on the Democratic side. There have
been leaders on the Republican side.
The Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations of the Homeland Security
Committee did investigations of the
port security programs that were com-
pletely bipartisan, headed by Senators
NORMAN COLEMAN and CARL LEVIN. The
committee consideration both in the
Homeland Security Committee and the
Commerce Committee was completely
bipartisan. This has been a bipartisan
effort in the House of Representatives,
as well, where the bill was sponsored
by Representatives DAN LUNGREN and
JANE HARMON. It has been bipartisan
since the conception to where we are
today.

It is so unfortunate to have a bla-
tantly partisan amendment, 507 pages,
that swamps the bill and has nothing
to do with the bill offered by the Demo-
cratic leader. So I hope our colleagues
will take a look at what is really in the
Reid amendment. I fear we may well
have a partisan vote. I hope we do not.
I think if my friends and colleagues on
the other side of the aisle actually look
at what is in the Reid amendment, I
would be surprised if they vote for it
because they voted against large
chunks of it in the past.

So I hope once we have disposed of
the Democratic leader’s amendment,
we can return to the constructive, bi-
partisan approach that we have taken
on this bill. This is an important bill.
It is a bill that matters to the security
of our country. It is a bill that is too
important to be bogged down in par-
tisan politics. It has never been bogged
down in partisan politics. It has been
bipartisan every step of the way. Let’s
conclude consideration of this bill in a
bipartisan way, in a way that reflects
well on this Senate, and send this im-
portant bill to the President for his
signature.

I yield the floor, and I reserve the re-
mainder of the time.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
9 minutes to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Washington for her
good work. I thank Senator COLLINS for
her work on port security. I am proud
to say that in the Commerce Com-
mittee, in a bipartisan way, we have
worked over and over again to make
this country safer. I was part of that
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under the leadership of Senator
McCAIN at the time, and first Senator
HOLLINGS and now Senator STEVENS.

I want to show you a little bit of his-
tory about what has happened in the
Republican Congress every time we
have voted out one of these good bills
because you can say what you want
about partisan politics, but the fact is,
almost every single time we reported
one of these bills out of our committee,
it simply died and went nowhere. I
want to talk about that history be-
cause, of course, Senator COLLINS is
right that protecting Americans is our
job. It has nothing to do with being a
Democrat or a Republican.

Here is what happened. In the 107th
Congress, we passed the Ship, Seafarer,
and Container Security Act; no action
by the full Senate. In the 108th Con-
gress, we passed the Maritime Trans-
portation Security Act of 2004. It
passed the Senate on September 21,
2004, and was not even considered in
the House of Representatives. In the
109th Congress, we passed the Trans-
portation Security Improvement Act of
2005. Commerce passed it on November
17, 2005; no action by the full Senate.

There you have it. Do you wonder
why the 9/11 Commission has given this
Congress and this administration fail-
ing grades? You can talk about biparti-
sanship. We reported these bills out of
the committee on a bipartisan basis,
but the leadership never bothered. So
when I heard that the last days of this
session were going to be about home-
land defense, I said thank God for that,
thank goodness for that. Whether it is
an election driving it or anything else,
I could not care less. Let’s get it done.
This Congress and this administration
have received failing grades from the
9/11 Commission.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
document printed in the RECORD, which
is a final report on 9/11 Commission
recommendations.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FINAL REPORT ON 9/11 COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS, DECEMBER 5, 2005
PART I: HOMELAND SECURITY, EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE

Recommendation—Grade

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE
Provide adequate radio spectrum for first re-

sponders—F (C if bill passes)

The pending Fiscal Year 2006 budget rec-
onciliation bill would compel the return of
the analog TV broadcast (700 Mhz) spectrum,
and reserve some for public safety purposes.
Both the House and Senate bills contain a
2009 handover date—too distant given the ur-
gency of the threat. A 2007 hand over date
would make the American people safer soon-
er.

Establish a
System—C

Although there is awareness of and some
training in the ICS, hurricane Katrina dem-
onstrated the absence of full compliance dur-
ing a multi-jurisdictional/statewide catas-
trophe—and its resulting costs.

Allocate homeland security funds based on
risk—F (A if House provision passes)

Congress has still not changed the under-
lying statutory authority for homeland secu-

unified  Incident Command
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rity grants, or benchmarks to insure that
funds are used wisely. As a result, homeland
security funds continue to be distributed
without regard for risk, vulnerability, or the
consequences of an attack, diluting the na-
tional security benefits of this important
program.

Critical infrastructure risks and vulnerabilities
assessment—D

A draft National Infrastructure Protection
Plan (November 2005) spells out a method-
ology and process for critical infrastructure
assessments. No risk and vulnerability as-
sessments actually made; no national prior-
ities established; no recommendations made
on allocation of scarce resources. All key de-
cisions are at least a year away, It is time
that we stop talking about setting priorities,
and actually set some.

Private sector preparedness—C

National preparedness standards are only
beginning to find their way into private sec-
tor business practices. Private sector pre-
paredness needs to be a higher priority for
DHS and for American businesses.

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY

National Strategy for Transportation
Security—C —

DHS has transmitted its National Strategy
for Transportation Security to the Congress.
While the strategy reportedly outlines broad
objectives, this first version lacks the nec-
essary detail to make it an effective manage-
ment tool.

Improve airline passenger pre-screening—F

Few improvements have been made to the
existing passenger screening system since
right after 9/11. The completion of the test-
ing phase of TSA’s pre-screerung program for
airline passengers has been delayed. A new
system, utilizing all names on the consoli-
dated terrorist watch list, is therefore not
yet in operation.

Improve airline screening checkpoints to detect
explosives—C

While more advanced screening technology
is being developed, Congress needs to provide
the funding for, and TSA needs to move as
expeditiously as possible with, the appro-
priate installation of explosives detection
trace portals at more of the Nation’s com-
mercial airports.

Checked bag and cargo screening—D

Improvements here have not been made a
priority by the Congress or the administra-
tion. Progress on implementation of in-line
screening has been slow. The main impedi-
ment is inadequate funding.

BORDER SECURITY
Better terrorist travel strategy—Incomplete

The first Terrorist Travel Strategy is in
development, due to be delivered by Decem-
ber 17, 2005 as required by PL 108-458.

Comprehensive screening system—<C

We still do not have a comprehensive
screening system. Although agencies are
moving ahead on individual screening
projects, there is lack of progress on coordi-
nation between agencies. DHS’ new Screen-
ing Coordination OffIce still needs to estab-
lish and implement goals for resolving dif-
ferences in biometric and traveler systems,
credentialing and identification standards.
Biometric entry-exit screening system—B

The US-VISIT system is running at 115 air-
ports and 15 seaports, and is performing sec-
ondary screening at the 50 busiest land bor-
ders. But border screening systems are not
yvet employed at all land borders, nor are
these systems interoperable. The exit com-
ponent of the US-VISIT system has not been
widely deployed.
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International collaboration on borders and doc-
ument security—D

There has been some good collaboration
between US-VISIT and Interpol, but little
progress elsewhere. There has been no sys-
tematic diplomatic effort to share terrorist
watchlists, nor has Congress taken a leader-
ship role in passport security.

Standardize secure identifications—B —

The REAL ID Act has established by stat-
ute standards for state-issued IDs acceptable
for federal purposes, though states’ compli-
ance needs to be closely monitored. New
standards for issuing birth certificates (re-
quired by law by December 17, 2005) are de-
layed until at least spring 2006, probably
longer. Without movement on the birth cer-
tificate issue, state-issued IDs are still not
secure.

PART II: REFORMING THE INSTITUTIONS OF

GOVERNMENT
Recommendation—Grade
THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
Director of National Intelligence—B

The framework for the DNI and his au-
thorities are in place. Now his challenge is to
exercise his authorities boldly to smash
stovepipes, drive reform, and create a unity
of effort—and act soon. He must avoid
layering of the bureaucracy andJ focus on
transformation of the Intelligence Commu-
nity. The success of this office will require
decisive leadership from the DNI and the
president, and active oversight by the Con-
gress.

National Counterterrorism Center—B

Shared analysis and evaluation of threat
information is in progress; joint operational
planning is beginning. But the NCTC does
not yet have sufftcient resources or per-
sonnel to fulfill its intelligence and planning
role.

Create FBI national security workforce—C

Progress is being made—but it is too slow.
The FBI's shift to a counterterrorism pos-
ture is far from institutionalized, and signifi-
cant deficiencies remain. Reforms are at risk
from inertia and complacency; they must be
accelerated, or they will fail. Unless there is
improvement in a reasonable period of time,
Congress will have to look at alternatives.
New missions for CIA Director—Incomplete

Reforms are underway at the CIA, espe-
cially of human intelligence operations. But
their outcome is yet to be seen. If the CIA is
to remain an effective arm of national
power, Congress and CIA leadership need to
be committed to accelerating the pace of re-
forms, and must address morale and per-
sonnel issues.

Incentives for information sharing—D

Changes in incentives, in favor of informa-
tion sharing, have been minimal. The office
of the program manager for information
sharing is still a start-up, and is not getting
the support it needs from the highest levels
of government. There remain many com-
plaints about lack of information sharing be-
tween federal authorities and state and local
level officials.

Government-wide information sharing—D

Designating individuals to be in charge of
information sharing is not enough. They
need resources, active presidential backing,
policies and procedures in place that compel
sharing, and systems of performance evalua-
tion that appraise personnel on how they
carry out information sharing.

Homeland airspace defense—B —

Situational awareness and sharing of infor-
mation has improved. But it is not routine
or comprehensive, no single agency cur-
rently leads the interagency response to air-
space violations, and there is no overarching
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plan to secure airspace outside the National
Capital region.
CIVIL LIBERTIES AND EXECUTIVE POWER
Balance between security and civil liberties—B
The debate surrounding reauthorization of
the PATRIOT Act has been strong, and con-
cern for civil liberties has been at the heart
of it. Robust and continuing oversight, both
within the Executive and by the Congress,
will be essential.
Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight Board—D
We see little urgency in the creation of
this Board. The President nominated a Chair
and Vice Chair in June 2005, and sent their
names to the Senate in late September. To
date, the Senate has not confirmed them.
Funding is insufficient, no meetings have
been held, no staff named, no work plan out-
lined, no work begun, no office established.
Guidelines for government sharing of personal
information—D
The Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight
Board has not yet begun its work. The DNI
just named a Civil Liberties Protection Offi-
cer (November 2005).
CONGRESSIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM
Intelligence oversight reform—D
The House and Senate have taken limited
positive steps, including the creation of over-
sight subcommittees. However, the ability of
the intelligence committees to perform over-
sight of the intelligence agencies and ac-
count for their performance is still under-
mined by the power of the Defense Appro-
priations subcommittees and Armed Services
committees.
Homeland Security committees—B
The House and Senate have taken
positive steps, but Secretary Chertoff
and his team still report to too many
bosses. The House and Senate home-
land security committees should have
exclusive jurisdiction over all counter-
terrorism functions of the Department
of Homeland Security.
Declassify overall intelligence budget—F
No action has been taken. The Con-
gress cannot do robust intelligence
oversight when funding for intelligence
programs is buried within the defense
budget. Declassifying the overall intel-
ligence budget would allow for a sepa-
rate annual intelligence appropriations
bill, so that the Congress can judge
better how intelligence funds are being
spent.
Standardize security clearances—B
The President put the Office of Man-
agement and Budget (OMB) in charge
of standardizing security clearances.
OMB issued a plan to improve the per-
sonnel security clearance process in
November 2005. The Deputy Director of
OMB is committed to its success. All
the hard work is ahead.
PART III: FOREIGN PoLICY, PUBLIC
DIPLOMACY, AND NONPROLIFERATION
Recommendation—Grade
NONPROLIFERATION
Maximum effort by U.S. government to secure
WMD—D
Countering the greatest threat to
America’s security is still not the top
national security priority of the Presi-
dent and the Congress.
FOREIGN POLICY
Long-term commitment to Afghanistan—B
Progress has been made, but attacks
Taliban and other extremists continue
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and the drug situation has worsened.
The U.S. and its partners must commit
to a long-term economic plan in order
to ensure the country’s stability.
Support Pakistan against extremists—C+

U.S. assistance to Pakistan has not
moved sufficiently beyond security as-
sistance to include significant funding
for education efforts. Musharraf has
made efforts to take on the threat from
extremism, but has not shut down ex-
tremist-linked madrassas or terrorist
camps. Taliban forces still pass freely
across the Pakistan-Afghanistan bor-
der and operate in Pakistani tribal
areas.
Support reform in Saudi Arabia—D

Saudi authorities have taken initial
steps but need to do much more to reg-
ulate charities and control the flow of
funds to extremist groups, and to pro-
mote tolerance and moderation. A
U.S.-Saudi strategic dialogue to ad-
dress topics including reform and ex-
change programs has just started;
there are no results to report.
Identify and prioritize terrorist sanctuaries—B

Strategies have been articulated to
address and eliminate terrorist sanc-
tuaries, but they do not include a use-
ful metric to gauge progress. There is
little sign of long-term efforts in place
to reduce the conditions that allow the
formation of terrorist sanctuaries.
Coalition strategy against Islamist terrorism—C

Components of a common strategy are evi-
dent on a bilateral basis, and multilateral
policies exist in some areas. But no perma-
nent contact group of leading governments
has yet been established to coordinate a coa-
lition counterterrorism strategy.
Coalition standards for terrorist detention—F

The U.S. has not engaged in a common co-
alition approach to developing standards for
detention and prosecution of captured ter-
rorists. Indeed, U.S. treatment of detainees
has elicited broad criticism, and makes it
harder to build the necessary alliances to co-
operate effectively with partners in a global
war on terror.
Economic policies—B+

There has been measurable progress in
reaching agreements on economic reform in
the Middle East, including a free trade
agreement with Bahrain and the likely ad-
mission of Saudi Arabia to the WTO before
long. However, it is too early to judge wheth-
er these agreements will lead to genuine eco-
nomic reform.
Vigorous effort against terrorist financing—A—

The U.S. has won the support of key coun-
tries in tackling terrorism finance—though
there is still much to do in the Gulf States
and in South Asia. The government has
made significant strides in using terrorism
finance as an intelligence tool. However, the
State Department and Treasury Department
are engaged in unhelpful turf battles, and
the overall effort lacks leadership.

PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

Define the U.S. message—C

Despite efforts to offer a vision for U.S.
leadership in the world based on the expan-
sion of democratic governance, public opin-
ion approval ratings for the U.S. throughout
the Middle East remain at or near historic
lows. Public diplomacy initiatives need to
communicate our values, way of life, and vi-
sion for the world without lecturing or con-
descension.
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International broadcasting—B

Budgets for international broadcasting to
the Arab and Muslim world and U.S.-spon-
sored broadcasting hours have increased dra-
matically, and audience shares are growing.
But we need to move beyond audience size,
expose listeners to new ideas and accurate
information about the U.S. and its policies,
and measure the impact and influence of
these ideas.

Scholarship, exchange, and library programs—D

Funding for educational and cultural ex-
change programs has increased. But more
American libraries (Pakistan, for example)
are closing rather than opening. The number
of young people coming to study in the U.S.
from the Middle East continues to decline
(down 2% this year, following declines of 9%
and 10% in the previous two years).

Support secular education in Muslim coun-
tries—D

An International Youth Opportunity Fund
has been authorized, but has received no
funding; secular education programs have
been initiated across the Arab world, but are
not integrated into a broader counterter-
rorism strategy. The U.S. has no overarching
strategy for educational assistance, and the
current level of education reform funding is
inadequate.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, here are
some of the things on which we re-
ceived bad grades: We are not providing
adequate radio spectrum for first re-
sponders. We are not establishing a
unified incident command system. We
are not allocating homeland security
funds based on risk. We are not pro-
tecting the critical infrastructure. We
don’t have a private sector that is pre-
pared. We don’t have a national strat-
egy for transportation security. We are
not prescreening passengers like we
should be. We don’t have screening
checkpoints detecting explosives. We
are still not screening the cargo that
goes 1into passenger planes, even
though they are taking away our lip
gloss. I don’t care about giving up my
lip gloss, believe me. I would give up
my lip gloss and everything else, but
how about protecting the cargo that
goes underneath that passenger plane?
How about making sure it is safe, mak-
ing sure it won’t explode?

I have an amendment that I will offer
to this bill—unless the majority shuts
me down—to say that until we are
screening all of the cargo, let’s make
sure there is a blast-resistant con-
tainer on these aircrafts. That is a rec-
ommendation of the 9/11 Commission
that has not been followed. So when
you have a suspect piece of cargo and
you are not sure about it, put it into
the blast-resistant cargo container. We
pushed this in the Commerce Com-
mittee. TSA tested it and we know it
works. But it is not happening.

I could go on, page after page of this
document, where this Congress and
this administration have failed. I say
they have been soft on homeland de-
fense. Why? I say two reasons: They
cannot afford it because they are
spending our money in Iraq instead of
protecting us from the terrorists at
home, instead of going after Osama bin
Laden in Afghanistan. The President
says over and over again that it is one
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and the same. Do you know what? The
bipartisan Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee was right out there and said
Saddam Hussein—the tyrant though he
is, and he deserves whatever fate
awaits him—had not one thing to do
with al-Qaida. As a matter of fact, he
was threatened by them because he had
a secular government. He was fearful of
them, and rumors were that he wanted
some of them assassinated.

The war in Iraq has strengthened
Iran. It is a recruiting tool for Osama
bin Laden. It is busting the budget. It
is causing the debt to explode, not to
mention the deaths of close to 3,000 of
our service men and women, and 20,000
have been severely injured. The money
going there is about $10 billion a
month. We could protect every single
American aircraft today from the
threat of shoulder-fired missiles with
the cost of Iraq in 1 month.

Then there is the other priority of
this administration—tax breaks for bil-
lionaires. That is costing trillions.
Look at every other President in the
history of our country; they didn’t do
that in a time of war. So you have the
war in Iraq, and the only strategy we
have from this President is that we are
going to be there ‘‘as long as I am the
President.”” Well, that is not a strat-
egy; that is a recipe for more death,
more destruction. That is clear.

There are many ways that we could
begin reducing the cost over there—the
cost to our troops. We can say to the
Iraqi people that our people have
fought and died for you; now take the
reins of your own government and pro-
tect yourselves. If you cannot figure
out how to protect neighbor from
neighbor, you have a problem. Nobody
did it for us. Everybody always says
compare what happened in Iraq to the
American Revolution. I don’t get the
comparison, but if we go with that for
a minute, it is true that other coun-
tries helped us in that battle—France,
for example—but at the end of the day,
we had to take over the security on the
ground and make our new country a
success. So we cannot force democracy
and force people to love each other at
the point of a gun. It is their business.

We have spent our treasure and are
spending our treasure to the point
where we cannot afford a comprehen-
sive bill. You heard Senator COLLINS
say, ‘I hope you will vote against this
broad bill.” Why? We have been con-
demned by the 9/11 Commission for not
doing enough in a broad way. This bill
just does port security. Thank good-
ness we have amendments to add rail
and transit. It is moving toward the
Reid bill. Let this go on because the
more we debate and the more we offer
amendments, the more this bill looks
like the Democratic alternative. It has
taken a big step in that direction.

We know what happened in Madrid.
We saw what happened in London. We
know our infrastructure is at risk. But
5 years after 9/11, we get failing grades.
It is a sad moment.

I thank my colleague, Senator COL-
LINS, and I thank my colleague, Sen-
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ator MURRAY, two fantastic women
who fought hard to get a port security
bill to the floor. But let’s welcome this
as an opportunity to protect our peo-
ple, not just focus narrowly on one
problem.

I hate to say it, we have an array of
problems. We have 41 problems and 41
recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion, the bipartisan Commission we
have not listened to, and that is what
the Reid bill does. It is very important.

I thank my colleagues for going as
far as they have gone, but I hope we
will go even further and change this
truth that this Congress has been soft
on homeland defense. We can change
that, and I welcome the fact that we
will be debating security from now
until we get out of here because if ever
there were a place we have neglected,
it is homeland security.

I am very happy to be part of this de-
bate. I look forward to supporting the
Reid amendment and all the other
amendments that will make our coun-
try safer. We can scare people. We can
make speeches and frighten them. That
is not our job. Our job is to protect
them, not to scare them. We haven’t
done that, and we have an opportunity
to do that between now and the time
we get out of here and go home.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask
unanimous consent that the time be
charged equally to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining on the Demo-
cratic side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
6% minutes remaining.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
all our remaining time to Senator DUR-
BIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 6%
minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair. Mr.
President, I thank my colleague from
the State of Washington for her leader-
ship on this bill relative to port secu-
rity. It is a very important bill.

Of course, the Port of Chicago is con-
cerned about these issues, as many are
around the country. We understand
this is basically an authorization bill
and that before things will happen,
money has to be appropriated. So an
authorization is a promise; an appro-
priation is a reality. I hope we can fol-
low through with the good promises
that are included in this bill, many im-
portant good promises, with the reality
of appropriating money for that par-
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ticular effort. But what we have offered
in addition to the port security bill is
the Real Security Act which has been
proposed by the Democratic side.

In just the few moments I have, I
wish to outline what we do.

First, we are going to rely on the ex-
pertise of a bipartisan group that has
gained great respect across the Nation,
and that, of course, is the 9/11 Commis-
sion. The 9/11 Commission, with Gov-
ernor Kean of New Jersey, a Repub-
lican, and Congressman Hamilton, a
Democrat, came up with 41 rec-
ommendations to make America safer.
They published those recommendations
more than 2 years ago. It was a blue-
print for making this a safer nation.

This Commission has stayed in busi-
ness long enough to grade the adminis-
tration and Congress on its response.
The results of their last report card
were alarming. Last December, they
graded our Government’s progress as
follows: 5 F’s, 12 D’s, 9 C’s, and one A-
minus. That is it. For 41 recommenda-
tions, we ended up being told by this
Commission that we are not paying at-
tention.

The Real Security Act, which the
Democrats propose, basically says as a
starting point that we need to estab-
lish a comprehensive system to make
certain the 9/11 recommendations are
followed. That, to me, should be a bi-
partisan starting point. But the Presi-
dent’s budget and the actions of Con-
gress have not allowed us to reach that
goal.

We also believe we cannot talk about
a secure America without speaking
about the obvious: 145,000 Americans
are risking their lives in Iraq today as
we stand in the safety of this Chamber;
2,671 of our bravest soldiers have died,
19,000 seriously injured; and a war that
has cost us $325 billion with no end in
sight. That is the reality.

We believe that if we learned the les-
sons of 9/11, we need to bring our troops
home with their mission truly accom-
plished. That means a partial redeploy-
ment of troops this year so the Iraqis
take responsibility for their own de-
fense and their own future.

There is also an element in this bill
that is near and dear to me, and it re-
lates to the issue of transportation. We
are just not doing enough. We know at
the airports, when we have to take off
our shoes, they go through our luggage,
and we hand over our toothpaste, what
is going on there. What is happening in
other places? We are not doing enough
when it comes to making Amtrak
safer.

Three million Illinoisans ride Am-
trak each year. Yet neither Amtrak’s
tracks nor its Midwest hub, Chicago’s
Union Station, is as secure as it should
be. The Chicago Transit Agency alone
has over $500 million in unmet security
needs. And the Port of Chicago, as I
mentioned earlier, needs more funds
for homeland security.

I am afraid that the Bush adminis-
tration and this Republican-led Con-
gress have also done little or nothing
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to deal with the potential threats at
our nuclear powerplants and our chem-
ical industry plants. These, I am
afraid, could be a tempting terrorist
target.

In our bill, the Real Security Act, on
the Democratic side, proposes we spend
money to make certain they are safer,
that we authorize this expenditure. We
want to equip our intelligence commu-
nity to fight the war against terrorism.
Intelligence is our first line in defense.
For the first time in 28 years, the Re-
publican Congress has failed to pass an
intelligence authorization act. Our
amendment does that, to make sure
the intelligence agencies have the au-
thorizations they need and the guid-
ance they need to keep America safe.

We also need to provide better tools
to bring terrorists to justice. We be-
lieve we can do this without aban-
doning the Constitution or the rule of
law.

I salute the Presiding Officer, who
has shown extraordinary leadership in
this area. His background in the Air
Force and his service in the Judge Ad-
vocate General Service Corps has made
him a very valuable voice in this de-
bate.

I am hopeful that we can show we
can keep America safe without aban-
doning our values, that we can fight
terrorism while still honoring those
basic principles, those constitutional
principles we have all sworn to uphold.
We can bring these terrorists to jus-
tice. We can do it in a way that we can
point to with pride, that the world can
judge was a fair proceeding and, in so
doing, we can demonstrate to the world
that the rule of law is worth following,
even when a nation is under attack and
threat of terrorism.

This Real Security Act of 2006 is a
comprehensive effort on the Demo-
cratic side to complement the under-
lying bill and to make sure we don’t do
just part of the job but do the entire
job, that we move forward to make
America safer.

We understand the threat. We live in
a dangerous world. The fifth anniver-
sary of 9/11 was a reminder to all of us
where we were on that fateful day. If
we are going to look forward and say to
the American people: We can make
your country and our country safer,
then we should enact the Real Security
Act, the amendment pending before the
Senate.

Wouldn’t it be refreshing if our Re-
publican colleagues would join us in
supporting this amendment, if we could
return to the bipartisan spirit that fol-
lowed 9/11 and do something in concert
without partisan division? It really
makes America safer.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). Who yields time?

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
how much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
17 minutes 28 seconds for the majority
and 29 seconds for the minority.

The Senator from Maine.
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Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Kansas, the distinguished chairman of
the Intelligence Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, I
rise today in opposition to the amend-
ment that is proposed by Senator REID.
The title of the act Senator REID has
proposed is called Real Security. If my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
actually believe this amendment is
real security, I encourage every Amer-
ican to go home and simply lock their
doors.

There are provisions in the amend-
ment that I like. In particular, I sup-
port the passage of the Intelligence Au-
thorization Act as it was reported by
the Intelligence and the Armed Serv-
ices Committees. I hope the Senate can
act on that bill by unanimous consent
without insisting on needless partisan
debate on a bill that has bipartisan
support.

But now, on the other hand, I oppose
the sense-of-Congress language Senator
REID has inserted in that bill that sug-
gests the terrorist surveillance pro-
gram is unlawful. Talk about the sense
of the Congress—that means the Con-
gress would not have any sense.

Like most Americans, I believe the
President should use all the authority
provided by the Constitution and laws
of the United States to prevent terror-
ists from killing innocent Americans.
If terrorists outside the United States
are placing calls to individuals in the
United States, as many people have
said over and over and over and over
and over again, our intelligence agen-
cies should know about it.

The terrorist surveillance program is
lawful. It has been effective. I will op-
pose any legislation that does not sup-
port the continuation of that very val-
uable program. The bottom line on the
terrorist surveillance program is this:
The men and women of the NSA are
working hard to protect our country
day in and day out. We should let these
patriotic Americans get back to doing
their job.

Beyond that, I am convinced that my
colleagues consulted perhaps a group of
tenth grade English teachers in pre-
paring this amendment. I haven’t seen
s0 many assigned reports since I was in
high school.

Instead of providing flexible authori-
ties to protect our Nation, my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
have proposed approximately 52—a
deck of cards, 52—I say that again, 52
new and continuing reporting require-
ments. That is one new reporting re-
quirement for every 9 pages of the
amendment.

The U.S. Government should be fo-
cused on securing our borders, dis-
rupting terrorists, and protecting our
ports. This amendment does nothing
but divert focus to reporting require-
ments.

My colleagues have also resorted to
an old standby: If you don’t have any
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ideas, throw money and people at a
problem. There are about 29 sections
that propose new or additional ways to
spend our limited resources. We
haven’t had any committee hearings on
these, but they are reported. There are
three provisions that increase the size
of our Government by adding more per-
sonnel.

As a substitute for congressional con-
sideration of legislation to respond to
the Supreme Court’s Hamdan decision,
my colleagues have proposed yet an-
other national commission—yet an-
other national commission. I am not
going to go through the trouble of list-
ing all of the commissions that we
have had in the last 4 or 5 years. This
one, however, is to focus on the deten-
tion and interrogation of terrorists
captured in the war on terror. Let me
give my colleagues the bottom line on
the Government’s detention and inter-
rogation programs—and there will be
legislation that already is reported
from the Senate Judiciary Committee
to take care of that—they have kept
this Nation safe. I think we can forego
another commission.

Finally, Senator REID’s amendment
would authorize three new administra-
tive subpoenas: one for the new com-
mission, one for the Privacy and Civil
Liberties Oversight Board, and one for
a new Senate committee.

If Senator REID and his colleagues
want real security, they should strip
out these provisions and simply give
the FBI an administrative subpoena to
track terrorists and spies. But that is
the point of this bill; it is not about
real security. This bill is about real
Monday morning quarterbacking. It is
about tying the hands of our homeland
security and intelligence professionals
as they attempt to protect this Nation.

The only way this amendment would
make the Nation safer is if we made
copies of all of the reports that it re-
quires and carpet-bombed Osama bin
Laden. I am certain he would suffocate.

I will not support this amendment. I
urge my colleagues to oppose it as well.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
I am voting today to remove the budg-
etary point of order in order to con-
sider the REAL security amendment
offered by Senator REID. In doing so, I
am following through on my long-
standing commitment to pass and ade-
quately fund all of the key rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission
for preventing future terrorist attacks
and protecting our country and our
people.

If the Senate votes to allow consider-
ation of the amendment, I will intro-
duce a second-degree amendment to
strike the provisions on Iraq from the
REAL security proposal because they
contain language calling for a dead-
line-driven withdrawal of troops from
Iraq, which I have consistently op-
posed.

I yield the floor.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, it is
interesting to hear my friends on the
other side of the aisle talk about the 9/
11 Commission and then imply that the
Reid amendment would finish the job
of the 9/11 Commission. In fact, as I
pointed out earlier, over 100 pages of
the 507-page Reid amendment already
are law. They are the foreign policy
and public diplomacy recommenda-
tions that were recommended by the 9/
11 Commission and included in the In-
telligence Reform Act which became
law 2 years ago—2 years ago. Many of
the other recommendations of the 9/11
Commission were enacted as part of
that legislation.

Now, there is one area where the 9/11
Commission did recommend changes
that have not been completely made,
and that is in the area of congressional
oversight and the reorganization of
committees. Instead, the Senate and
the House adopted some, but not all, of
those recommendations. But, iron-
ically, the amendment proposed by the
Democratic leader does not deal with
that unfinished recommendation of the
9/11 Commission. So I don’t want to
leave the impression that the 9/11 Com-
mission’s recommendations are what
are largely found in this amendment;
they are not, other than the more than
100 pages on the foreign policy and pub-
lic diplomacy recommendations, which
are already law and have been for al-
most 2 years.

The fact is, our country has made
tremendous progress in strengthening
our security since 9/11. We have taken
many actions, and if we talk to the ex-
perts, they will all tell us that those
actions have made a difference. Are we
completely safe? Of course not. We can
never say that we are completely safe,
but we are clearly safer than we were 5
years ago due to actions taken by this
Congress, this administration, and
State and local law enforcement. We
have a ways to go, and the underlying
bill on port security will help advance
the security of this country.

So for the reasons I have already spo-
ken on extensively today, I hope that
our colleagues will vote to sustain the
point of order which I will shortly be
raising against Senator REID’s amend-
ment. It does violate the Budget Act,
and I will be raising a point of order
against it.

But aside from the budget issues, the
procedural objections, I hope my col-
leagues will actually look at the Reid
amendment and look at what it does
contain. If they do, they will find only
one reference in it to port security—
only one reference in it to maritime
and cargo security. They will instead
find page after page of policy that this
Senate has already rejected with re-
gard to our engagement in Iraq and the
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policy on the formula for homeland se-
curity grants. They will also find legis-
lation that is already law, and they
will find amendments that we have al-
ready adopted having to do with rail
and mass transit security.

So, unfortunately—and I mean this—
sadly, this amendment is simply a par-
tisan hodgepodge of provisions that
have been cobbled together. I hope we
can dispense with it quickly and then
move back to the port security bill, an
enormously important bill, a bill that
many of us have worked on for years, a
bill that has been bipartisan from the
very start in both the House and the
Senate. That is unusual, as the Pre-
siding Officer knows. This bill is an ex-
ception to the rule. But, apparently, we
couldn’t quite get through the floor de-
bate without having a partisan bomb
lobbed at this bill, and I think that is
unfortunate. But I hope once we get
through this, we can go back to bipar-
tisan consideration of relevant and ger-
mane amendments and we can get this
work done.

This is a gap in our homeland secu-
rity. When we talk to the experts, they
all tell us they are worried about the
security of our seaports and the 11 mil-
lion shipping containers that come into
this country each year. We have a care-
fully crafted, balanced bill that strikes
the right balance between the need to
strengthen security and the need to fa-
cilitate trade.

Again, I recognize the work that Sen-
ator MURRAY has done on this bill. She
originated a lot of the concepts in this
bill. It has been that kind of bipartisan
partnership that has brought us to
where we are today. So let’s get this
partisanship out of the way, and let’s
return to a bipartisan debate. This bill
is so important to the security of peo-
ple living near our seaports, to those
working on our seaports, to the retail-
ers in this country that rely on the
cargo brought into our seaports, to our
farmers who rely on shipping their
crops out of our seaports. Let’s remem-
ber the impact of this bill on commu-
nities not just on our coasts where the
seaports are located but communities
all across this country that rely on the
products brought to our shores by
cargo ships, or rely on the cargo ships
to export these products.

So I hope we can return to the under-
lying bill. It is a good bill, and it de-
serves continued bipartisan support.

Could the Presiding Officer inform
me how many minutes are remaining
on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 3% minutes remaining on the ma-
jority side.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The
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Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, has
all time expired under the time agree-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
raise a point of order against the Reid
amendment because it violates section
302(f) of the Budget Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
pursuant to section 904 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act, I move to waive the
applicable sections of that act for pur-
poses of the pending amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second. The question is on agreeing to
the motion. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. CHAFEE).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 243 Leg.]

YEAS—41

Baucus Feingold Lincoln
Bayh Feinstein Menendez
Biden Harkin Mikulski
Bingaman Inouye Murray
Boxer Jeffords Obama
Byrd Johnson Reed
Cantwell Kennedy Reid
Carper Kerry N
Clinton Kohl gofkefenel
Conrad Landrieu a‘azar

Sarbanes
Dayton Lautenberg
Dodd Leahy Schumer
Dorgan Levin Stabenow
Durbin Lieberman Wyden

NAYS—57
Alexander Dole Murkowski
Allard Domenici Nelson (FL)
Allen Ensign Nelson (NE)
Bennett Enzi Pryor
Bond Frist Roberts
Brownback Graham Santorum
Bunning Grassley Sessions
Burns Gregg Shelby
Burr Hagel Smith
Chambliss Hatch Snowe
Coburn Hutchison Specter
Cochran Inhofe Stevens
Coleman Isakson Sununu
Collins Kyl Talent
Cornyn Lott Thomas
Craig Lugar Thune
Crapo Martinez Vitter
DeMint McCain Voinovich
DeWine McConnell Warner
NOT VOTING—2

Akaka Chafee

The motion was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
question, the yeas are 41, the nays are
57. Three-fifths of the Senators duly
chosen and sworn not having voted in
the affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained. The
amendment falls.

The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Is that a vote subject
to reconsideration?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.
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Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4975

Mr. STEVENS. The Biden amend-
ment is now the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Biden amendment is pending.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
wish to discuss this for a few minutes.

I call to the attention of the Senate
that this, too, is an all-inclusive
amendment. It restores the cuts for
law enforcement. It deals with all of
the 9/11 Commission recommendations.
It deals with requiring 100 percent
screening of cargo containers, which is
our objective. But we cannot do it all
at once. It seeks to bring about screen-
ing technologies for liquid explosives
and other hazardous materials. It has
some interoperable language in it.

This represents a 32-percent annual
increase over the current allocation of
funds for the Department of Homeland
Security. It requires a substantial ad-
dition to the Department of Homeland
Security.

The interesting thing—and my friend
from Delaware is innovative in terms
of this—is it does not appropriate the
money, but it requires the committee
to come forward with a bill to provide
$53 billion additional for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security.

It is a very interesting amendment,
there is no question about that. This is
another one of those things everyone
would like to do if they had the money
to do it. Beyond that, the way it is
done, it is a difficult amendment to
deal with.

It is not necessary to carry out the
port security bill or the real portion of
this bill. It deals with an enormous
number of issues beyond the scope of
the bill. Under the circumstances, I
have no alternative but to move to
table this amendment. I give my friend
from Delaware a chance if he wishes to
make a final statement. I move to
table the Senator’s amendment, but I
ask that there be consideration of a pe-
riod of time prior to voting on that so
the Senator may express his point of
view; I would say 4 minutes equally di-
vided, or something like that, before
the vote.

I have been requested to state that
we would like to have that vote take
place at 2 p.m. today and prior to the
vote have 4 minutes equally divided,
with no amendments or other motions
in order, and the motion to table sub-
ject only to the provision of 4 minutes
before a vote is taken on that motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New York.

AMENDMENT NO. 4930, AS MODIFIED

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
call for the regular order with respect
to amendment No. 4930.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
amendment is pending.

Mr. SCHUMER. I have a modification
at the deck.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. The amendment is
so modified.

The amendment (No. 4930), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

(Purpose: To improve maritime container se-
curity by ensuring that foreign ports par-
ticipating in the Container Security
Intiative scan all containers shipped to the
United States for nuclear and radiological
weapons before loading)

On page 5, strike line 21 and all that fol-
lows through page 62, line 11, and insert the
following:

(9) INTEGRATED SCANNING SYSTEM.—The
term ‘‘integrated scanning system’ means a
system for scanning containers with the fol-
lowing elements:

(A) The container passes through a radi-
ation detection device.

(B) The container is scanned using gamma-
ray, x-ray, or another internal imaging sys-
tem.

(C) The container is tagged and catalogued
using an on-container label, radio frequency
identification, or global positioning system
tracking device.

(D) The images created by the scans re-
quired under subparagraph (B) are reviewed
and approved by the Secretary, or the des-
ignee of the Secretary.

(E) Every radiation alarm is resolved ac-
cording to established Department proce-
dures.

(F) The information collected is utilized to
enhance the Automated Targeting System or
other relevant programs.

(G) The information is stored for later re-
trieval and analysis.

(10) INTERNATIONAL SUPPLY CHAIN.—The
term ‘‘international supply chain’ means
the end-to-end process for shipping goods to
or from the United States from a point of or-
igin (including manufacturer, supplier, or
vendor) through a point of distribution.

(11) RADIATION DETECTION EQUIPMENT.—The
term  ‘“‘radiation detection equipment”’
means any technology that is capable of de-
tecting or identifying nuclear and radio-
logical material or nuclear and radiological
explosive devices.

(12) SCAN.—The term ‘‘scan’ means uti-
lizing nonintrusive imaging equipment, radi-
ation detection equipment, or both, to cap-
ture data, including images of a container.

(13) SCREENING.—The term ‘‘screening”’
means a visual or automated review of infor-
mation about goods, including manifest or
entry documentation accompanying a ship-
ment being imported into the United States,
to determine the presence of misdeclared, re-
stricted, or prohibited items and assess the
level of threat posed by such cargo.

(14) SEARCH.—The term ‘‘search’” means an
intrusive examination in which a container
is opened and its contents are devanned and
visually inspected for the presence of
misdeclared, restricted, or prohibited items.

(15) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary”’
means the Secretary of Homeland Security.

(16) TRANSPORTATION  DISRUPTION.—The
term ‘‘transportation disruption’ means any
significant delay, interruption, or stoppage
in the flow of trade caused by a natural dis-
aster, labor dispute, heightened threat level,
an act of terrorism, or any transportation
security incident defined in section 70101(6)
of title 46, United States Code.

(17) TRANSPORTATION SECURITY INCIDENT.—
The term ‘‘transportation security incident”
has the meaning given the term in section
70101(6) of title 46, United States Code.
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TITLE I—SECURITY OF UNITED STATES
SEAPORTS
Subtitle A—General Provisions
SEC. 101. AREA MARITIME TRANSPORTATION SE-
CURITY PLAN TO INCLUDE SALVAGE
RESPONSE PLAN.

Section 70103(b)(2) of title 46, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘“and”
after the semicolon;

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as
subparagraph (G); and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the
following:

“(F) include a salvage response plan—

‘(i) to identify salvage equipment capable
of restoring operational trade capacity; and

‘“(ii) to ensure that the waterways are
cleared and the flow of commerce through
United States ports is reestablished as effi-
ciently and quickly as possible after a mari-
time transportation security incident.”.

SEC. 102. REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO MARI-
TIME FACILITY SECURITY PLANS.

Section 70103(c) of title 46, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3)—

(A) in subparagraph (C)(ii), by striking ‘‘fa-
cility”” and inserting ‘‘facility, including ac-
cess by individuals engaged in the surface
transportation of intermodal containers in
or out of a port facility’’;

(B) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘“‘and”
at the end;

(C) in subparagraph (G), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

‘“‘(H) in the case of a security plan for a fa-
cility, be resubmitted for approval of each
change in the ownership or operator of the
facility that may substantially affect the se-
curity of the facility.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(8)(A) The Secretary shall require that
the qualified individual having full authority
to implement security actions for a facility
described in paragraph (2) shall be a citizen
of the United States.

‘“(B) The Secretary may waive the require-
ment of subparagraph (A) with respect to an
individual if the Secretary determines that
it is appropriate to do so based on a complete
background check of the individual and a re-
view of all terrorist watch lists to ensure
that the individual is not identified on any
such terrorist watch list.”.

SEC. 103. UNANNOUNCED INSPECTIONS OF MARI-
TIME FACILITIES.

Section 70103(c)(4)(D) of title 46, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

(D) subject to the availability of appro-
priations, verify the effectiveness of each
such facility security plan periodically, but
not less than twice annually, at least 1 of
which shall be an inspection of the facility
that is conducted without notice to the facil-
ity.”.

SEC. 104. TRANSPORTATION SECURITY CARD.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 70105 of title 46,
United States, Code is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘(g) APPLICATIONS FOR MERCHANT MARI-
NER’S DOCUMENTS.—The Assistant Secretary
of Homeland Security for the Transportation
Security Administration and the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard shall concur-
rently process an application from an indi-
vidual for merchant mariner’s documents
under chapter 73 of title 46, United States
Code, and an application from that indi-
vidual for a transportation security card
under this section.

‘““(h) FEES.—The Secretary shall ensure
that the fees charged each individual obtain-
ing a transportation security card under this
section who has passed a background check
under section 5103a of title 49, United States
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Code, and who has a current and valid haz-
ardous materials endorsement in accordance
with section 1572 of title 49, Code of Federal
Regulations, and each individual with a cur-
rent and valid Merchant Mariner Docu-
ment—

‘(1) are for costs associated with the
issuance, production, and management of the
transportation security card, as determined
by the Secretary; and

‘(2) do not include costs associated with
performing a background check for that indi-
vidual, unless the scope of said background
checks diverge.

(1) IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE.—In imple-
menting the transportation security card
program under this section, the Secretary
shall—

‘(1) conduct a strategic risk analysis and
establish a priority for each United States
port based on risk; and

‘(2) implement the program, based upon
risk and other factors as determined by the
Secretary, at all facilities regulated under
this chapter at—

‘“(A) the 10 United States ports that are
deemed top priority by the Secretary not
later than July 1, 2007;

“(B) the 40 United States ports that are
next in order of priority to the ports de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) not later than
January 1, 2008; and

¢“(C) all other United States ports not later
than January 1, 2009.

““(j) TRANSPORTATION SECURITY CARD PROC-
ESSING DEADLINE.—Not later than January 1,
2009, the Secretary shall process and issue or
deny each application for a transportation
security card under this section for individ-
uals with current and valid merchant mari-
ner’s documents on the date of enactment of
the Port Security Improvement Act of 2006.

“(k) VESSEL AND FACILITY CARD READER
ASSESSMENTS.—

‘(1) PILOT PROGRAMS.—

“(A) VESSEL PILOT PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary shall conduct a pilot program in 3 dis-
tinct geographic locations to assess the fea-
sibility of implementing card readers at se-
cure areas of a vessel in accordance with the
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released on
May 22, 2006, (TSA-2006-24191; USCG-2006—-
24196).

‘(B) FACILITIES PILOT PROGRAM.—In addi-
tion to the pilot program described in sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall conduct a
pilot program in 3 distinct geographic loca-
tions to assess the feasibility of imple-
menting card readers at secure areas of fa-
cilities in a variety of environmental set-
tings.

¢(C) COORDINATION WITH TRANSPORTATION
SECURITY CARDS.—The pilot programs de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) and (B) shall be
conducted concurrently with the issuance of
the transportation security cards as de-
scribed in subsection (b), of this section to
ensure card and card reader interoperability.

‘“(2) DURATION.—The pilot program de-
scribed in paragraph (1) shall commence not
later than 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of the Port Security Improvement
Act of 2006 and shall terminate 1 year after
commencement.

“(3) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after
the termination of the pilot program de-
scribed under subparagraph (1), the Sec-
retary shall submit a comprehensive report
to the appropriate congressional committees
(as defined in section 2(2) of the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101(2)) that in-
cludes—

‘“(A) the actions that may be necessary to
ensure that all vessels and facilities to which
this section applies are able to comply with
the regulations promulgated under sub-
section (a);
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‘“(B) recommendations concerning fees and
a statement of policy considerations for al-
ternative security plans; and

“(C) an analysis of the viability of equip-
ment under the extreme weather conditions
of the marine environment.

‘(1) PROGRESS REPORTS.—Not later than 6
months after the date of the enactment of
the Port Security Improvement Act 2006 and
every 6 months thereafter until the require-
ments under this section are fully imple-
mented, the Secretary shall submit a report
on progress being made in implementing
such requirements to the appropriate con-
gressional committees (as defined in section
2(2) of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6
U.S.C. 101(2)).”.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR
TRANSPORTATION SECURITY CARDS.—Section
70105(b)(2) of title 46, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and” after the semicolon
in subparagraph (E);

(2) by striking ‘‘Secretary.” in subpara-
graph (F) and inserting ‘‘Secretary; and’’;
and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘(&) other individuals as determined ap-
propriate by the Secretary including individ-
uals employed at a port not otherwise cov-
ered by this subsection.”.

(c) DEADLINE FOR SECTION 70105 REGULA-
TIONS.—The Secretary shall promulgate final
regulations implementing section 70105 of
title 46, United States Code, no later than
January 1, 2007.

SEC. 105. LONG-RANGE VESSEL TRACKING.

(a) REGULATIONS.—Section 70115 of title 46,
United States Code, is amended in the first
sentence by striking ‘‘The Secretary” and
inserting ‘‘Not later than April 1, 2007, the
Secretary’’.

(b) VOLUNTARY PROGRAM.—The Secretary
may issue regulations to establish a vol-
untary long-range automated vessel tracking
system for vessels described in section 70115
of title 46, United States Code, during the pe-
riod before regulations are issued under such
section.

SEC. 106. ESTABLISHMENT OF INTERAGENCY
OPERATIONAL CENTERS FOR PORT
SECURITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 701 of title 46,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 70107 the following:

“§70107A. Interagency operational centers
for port security

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish interagency operational centers for
port security at all high-priority ports not
later than 3 years after the date of the enact-
ment of the Port Security Improvement Act
of 2006.

‘“(b) CHARACTERISTICS.—The interagency
operational centers established under this
section shall—

(1) utilize, as appropriate, the
compositional and operational characteris-
tics of centers, including—

‘“(A) the pilot project interagency oper-
ational centers for port security in Miami,
Florida; Norfolk/Hampton Roads, Virginia;
Charleston, South Carolina; San Diego, Cali-
fornia; and

‘(B) the virtual operation center of the
Port of New York and New Jersey;

‘“(2) be organized to fit the security needs,
requirements, and resources of the individual
port area at which each is operating;

‘“(3) provide, as the Secretary determines
appropriate, for participation by representa-
tives of the United States Customs and Bor-
der Protection, the Transportation Security
Administration, the Department of Justice,
the Department of Defense, and other Fed-
eral agencies, and State and local law en-
forcement or port security personnel, mem-
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bers of the Area Maritime Security Com-
mittee, and other public and private sector
stakeholders; and

‘‘(4) be incorporated in the implementation
and administration of—

“(A) maritime transportation
plans developed under section 70103;

‘(B) maritime intelligence activities under
section 70113 and information sharing activi-
ties consistent with section 1016 of the Na-
tional Security Intelligence Reform Act of
2004 (6 U.S.C. 485) and the Homeland Security
Information Sharing Act (6 U.S.C. 481 et
seq.);

“(C) short and long range vessel tracking
under sections 70114 and 70115;

‘(D) protocols under section 201(b)(10) of
the Port Security Improvement Act of 2006;

‘“‘(BE) the transportation security incident
response plans required by section 70104; and

“(F) other activities, as determined by the
Secretary.

‘‘(c) SECURITY CLEARANCES.—The Secretary
shall sponsor and expedite individuals par-
ticipating in interagency operational centers
in gaining or maintaining their security
clearances. Through the Captain of the Port,
the Secretary may identify key individuals
who should participate. The port or other en-
tities may appeal to the Captain of the Port
for sponsorship.”’.

(b) 2005 ACT REPORT REQUIREMENT.—Noth-
ing in this section or the amendments made
by this section relieves the Commandant of
the Coast Guard from complying with the re-
quirements of section 807 of the Coast Guard
and Maritime Transportation Act of 2004 (118
Stat. 1082). The Commandant shall utilize
the information developed in making the re-
port required by that section in carrying out
the requirements of this section.

(c) BUDGET AND COST-SHARING ANALYSIS.—
Not later than 180 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall
submit to the appropriate congressional
committees a proposed budget analysis for
implementing section 70107A of title 46,
United States Code, as added by subsection
(a), including cost-sharing arrangements
with other Federal departments and agencies
involved in the interagency operation of the
centers to be established under such section.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter
analysis for chapter 701 of title 46, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 70107 the fol-
lowing:

““70107A. Interagency operational centers for
port security.”’.

Subtitle B—Port Security Grants; Training
and Exercise Programs

SEC. 111. PORT SECURITY GRANTS.

(a) BASIS FOR GRANTS.—Section 70107(a) of
title 46, United States Code, is amended by
striking ‘‘for making a fair and equitable al-
location of funds’ and inserting ‘‘for the al-
location of funds based on risk’.

(b) MULTIPLE-YEAR PROJECTS, ETC.—Sec-
tion 70107 of title 46, United States Code, is
amended by redesignating subsections (e),
(), (g), (h), and (i) as subsections (1), (j), (kK),
(1), and (m), respectively, and by inserting
after subsection (d) the following:

‘‘(e) MULTIPLE-YEAR PROJECTS.—

‘(1) LETTERS OF INTENT.—The Secretary
may execute letters of intent to commit
funding to such authorities, operators, and
agencies.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—Not more than 20 percent
of the grant funds awarded under this sub-
section in any fiscal year may be awarded for
projects that span multiple years.

¢“(f) CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that each grant awarded
under subsection (e)—

security
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‘(1) is used to supplement and support, in
a consistent and coordinated manner, the ap-
plicable Area Maritime Transportation Secu-
rity Plan; and

‘“(2) is coordinated with any applicable
State or Urban Area Homeland Security
Plan.

‘‘(g) APPLICATIONS.—Any entity subject to
an Area Maritime Transportation Security
Plan may submit an application for a grant
under this subsection, at such time, in such
form, and containing such information and
assurances as the Secretary, working
through the Directorate for Preparedness,
may require.”’.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Subsection (1) of section 70107 of title 46,
United States Code, as redesignated by sub-
section (b) is amended to read as follows:

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
$400,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2007
through 2011 to carry out this section.”.

SEC. 112. PORT SECURITY TRAINING PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting
through the Under Secretary for Prepared-
ness and in coordination with the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard, may establish a
Port Security Training Program (referred to
in this section as the ‘‘Program’) for the
purpose of enhancing the capabilities of each
of the Nation’s commercial seaports to pre-
vent, prepare for, respond to, mitigate
against, and recover from threatened or ac-
tual acts of terrorism, natural disasters, and
other emergencies.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The Program
provide validated training that—

(1) reaches multiple disciplines, including
Federal, State, and local government offi-
cials, commercial seaport personnel and
management, and governmental and non-
governmental emergency response providers;

(2) provides training at the awareness, per-
formance, and management and planning
levels;

(3) utilizes multiple training mediums and
methods;

(4) addresses port security topics, includ-
ing—

(A) seaport security plans and procedures,
including how security plans and procedures
are adjusted when threat levels increase;

(B) seaport security force operations and
management;

(C) physical security and access control at
seaports;

(D) methods of security for preventing and
countering cargo theft;

(E) container security;

(F') recognition and detection of weapons,
dangerous substances, and devices;

(G) operation and maintenance of security
equipment and systems;

(H) security threats and patterns;

(I) security incident procedures, including
procedures for communicating with govern-
mental and nongovernmental emergency re-
sponse providers; and

(J) evacuation procedures;

(5) is consistent with, and supports imple-
mentation of, the National Incident Manage-
ment System, the National Response Plan,
the National Infrastructure Protection Plan,
the National Preparedness Guidance, the Na-
tional Preparedness Goal, the National Mari-
time Transportation Security Plan, and
other such national initiatives;

(6) is evaluated against clear and con-
sistent performance measures;

(7) addresses security requirements under
facility security plans; and

(8) educates, trains, and involves popu-
lations of at-risk neighborhoods around
ports, including training on an annual basis
for neighborhoods to learn what to be watch-
ful for in order to be a ‘‘citizen corps’, if
necessary.

shall
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SEC. 113. PORT SECURITY EXERCISE PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting
through the Under Secretary for Prepared-
ness and in coordination with the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard, may establish a
Port Security Exercise Program (referred to
in this section as the ‘“‘Program’) for the
purpose of testing and evaluating the capa-
bilities of Federal, State, local, and foreign
governments, commercial seaport personnel
and management, governmental and non-
governmental emergency response providers,
the private sector, or any other organization
or entity, as the Secretary determines to be
appropriate, to prevent, prepare for, mitigate
against, respond to, and recover from acts of
terrorism, natural disasters, and other emer-
gencies at commercial seaports.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall
ensure that the Program—

(1) conducts, on a periodic basis, port secu-
rity exercises at commercial seaports that
are—

(A) scaled and tailored to the needs of each
port;

(B) live, in the case of the most at-risk
ports;

(C) as realistic as practicable and based on
current risk assessments, including credible
threats, vulnerabilities, and consequences;

(D) consistent with the National Incident
Management System, the National Response
Plan, the National Infrastructure Protection
Plan, the National Preparedness Guidance,
the National Preparedness Goal, the Na-
tional Maritime Transportation Security
Plan, and other such national initiatives;

(E) evaluated against clear and consistent
performance measures;

(F) assessed to learn best practices, which
shall be shared with appropriate Federal,
State, and local officials, seaport personnel
and management; governmental and non-
governmental emergency response providers,
and the private sector; and

(G) followed by remedial action in response
to lessons learned; and

(2) assists State and local governments and
commercial seaports in designing, imple-
menting, and evaluating exercises that—

(A) conform to the requirements of para-
graph (2); and

(B) are consistent with any applicable Area
Maritime Transportation Security Plan and
State or Urban Area Homeland Security
Plan.

(¢) IMPROVEMENT PLAN.—The Secretary
shall establish a port security improvement
plan process to—

(1) identify and analyze each port security
exercise for lessons learned and best prac-
tices;

(2) disseminate lessons learned and best
practices to participants in the Program;

(3) monitor the implementation of lessons
learned and best practices by participants in
the Program; and

(4) conduct remedial action tracking and
long-term trend analysis.

Subtitle C—Port Operations
SEC. 121. DOMESTIC RADIATION DETECTION AND
IMAGING.

(a) EXAMINING CONTAINERS.—Not later than
December 31, 2007, all containers entering
the United States through the busiest 22 sea-
ports of entry shall be examined for radi-
ation.

(b) STRATEGY.—The Secretary shall de-
velop a strategy for the deployment of radi-
ation detection capabilities that includes—

(1) a risk-based prioritization of ports of
entry at which radiation detection equip-
ment will be deployed;

(2) a proposed timeline of when radiation
detection equipment will be deployed at each
port of entry identified under paragraph (1);

(3) the type of equipment to be used at
each port of entry identified under paragraph
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(1), including the joint deployment and utili-
zation of radiation detection equipment and
nonintrusive imaging equipment;

(4) standard operating procedures for ex-
amining containers with such equipment, in-
cluding sensor alarming, networking, and
communications and response protocols;

(5) operator training plans;

(6) an evaluation of the environmental
health and safety impacts of nonintrusive
imaging technology;

(7) the policy of the Department for using
nonintrusive imagining equipment in tan-
dem with radiation detection equipment; and

(8) a classified annex that—

(A) details plans for covert testing; and

(B) outlines the risk-based prioritization of
ports of entry identified under paragraph (1).

(¢c) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall submit the strategy devel-
oped under subsection (b) to the appropriate
congressional committees.

(d) UPDATE.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary may update the strategy sub-
mitted under subsection (c¢c) to provide a
more complete evaluation under subsection
(b)(6).

(e) OTHER WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
THREATS.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit a strategy for the devel-
opment of equipment to detect chemical, bi-
ological, and other weapons of mass destruc-
tion at all ports of entry into the United
States to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees.

(f) STANDARDS.—The Secretary, in conjunc-
tion with the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology, shall publish technical
capability standards and recommended
standard operating procedures for the use of
nonintrusive imaging and radiation detec-
tion equipment in the United States. Such
standards and procedures—

(1) should take into account relevant
standards and procedures utilized by other
Federal departments or agencies as well as
those developed by international bodies; and

(2) shall not be designed so as to endorse
specific companies or create sovereignty
conflicts with participating countries.

(g) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 3
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall fully implement the
strategy developed under subsection (b).

SEC. 122. PORT SECURITY USER FEE STUDY.

The Secretary shall conduct a study of the
need for, and feasibility of, establishing a
system of ocean-borne and port-related
transportation user fees that may be im-
posed and collected as a dedicated revenue
source, on a temporary or continuing basis,
to provide necessary funding for legitimate
improvements to, and maintenance of, port
security. Not later than 1 year after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall submit a report to the appropriate con-
gressional committees that contains—

(1) the results of the study;

(2) an assessment of the annual amount of
customs fees and duties collected through
ocean-borne and port-related transportation
and the amount and percentage of such fees
and duties that are dedicated to improve and
maintain security;

(3)(A) an assessment of the fees, charges,
and standards imposed on TUnited States
ports, port terminal operators, shippers, and
persons who use United States ports, com-
pared with the fees and charges imposed on
ports and port terminal operators in Canada
and Mexico and persons who use those for-
eign ports; and

(B) an assessment of the impact on the
competitiveness of United States ports, port
terminal operators, and shippers; and
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(4) the Secretary’s recommendations based
upon the study, and an assessment of the
consistency of such recommendations with
the international obligations and commit-
ments of the United States.

SEC. 123. INSPECTION OF CAR FERRIES ENTER-
ING FROM ABROAD.

Not later than 120 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary,
acting through the Commissioner, and in co-
ordination with the Secretary of State, and
in cooperation with appropriate foreign gov-
ernment officials, shall seek to develop a
plan for the inspection of passengers and ve-
hicles before such passengers board, or such
vehicles are loaded onto, a ferry bound for a
United States seaport.

SEC. 124. RANDOM SEARCHES OF CONTAINERS.

Not later than 1 year after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall develop and
implement a plan, utilizing best practices for
empirical scientific research design and ran-
dom sampling, to conduct random searches
of containers in addition to any targeted or
preshipment inspection of such containers
required by law or regulation or conducted
under any other program conducted by the
Secretary. Nothing in this section shall be
construed to mean that implementation of
the random sampling plan precludes addi-
tional searches of containers not inspected
pursuant to the plan.

SEC. 125. WORK STOPPAGES AND EMPLOYEE-EM-
PLOYER DISPUTES.

Section 70101(6) of title 46, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘‘In this paragraph, the term ‘eco-
nomic disruption’ does not include a work
stoppage or other nonviolent employee-re-
lated action not related to terrorism and re-
sulting from an employee-employer dis-
pute.”.

TITLE II—SECURITY OF THE
INTERNATIONAL SUPPLY CHAIN
Subtitle A—General Provisions

SEC. 201. STRATEGIC PLAN TO ENHANCE THE SE-
CURITY OF THE INTERNATIONAL

SUPPLY CHAIN.
(a) STRATEGIC PLAN.—The Secretary, in
consultation with appropriate Federal,

State, local, and tribal government agencies
and private-sector stakeholders responsible
for security matters that affect or relate to
the movement of containers through the
international supply chain, shall develop,
implement, and update, as appropriate, a
strategic plan to enhance the security of the
international supply chain.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The strategic plan re-
quired under subsection (a) shall—

(1) describe the roles, responsibilities, and
authorities of Federal, State, local, and trib-
al government agencies and private-sector
stakeholders that relate to the security of
the movement of containers through the
international supply chain;

(2) identify and address gaps and unneces-
sary overlaps in the roles, responsibilities, or
authorities described in paragraph (1);

(3) identify and make recommendations re-
garding legislative, regulatory, and organi-
zational changes necessary to improve co-
ordination among the entities or to enhance
the security of the international supply
chain;

(4) provide measurable goals, including ob-
jectives, mechanisms, and a schedule, for
furthering the security of commercial oper-
ations from point of origin to point of des-
tination;

(5) build on available resources and con-
sider costs and benefits;

(6) provide incentives for additional vol-
untary measures to enhance cargo security,
as determined by the Commissioner;
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(7) consider the impact of supply chain se-
curity requirements on small and medium
size companies;

(8) include a process for sharing intel-
ligence and information with private-sector
stakeholders to assist in their security ef-
forts;

(9) identify a framework for prudent and
measured response in the event of a trans-
portation security incident involving the
international supply chain;

(10) provide protocols for the expeditious
resumption of the flow of trade in accord-
ance with section 202, including—

(A) the identification of the appropriate
initial incident commander, if the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard is not the appro-
priate initial incident commander, and lead
departments, agencies, or offices to execute
such protocols;

(B) a plan to redeploy resources and per-
sonnel, as necessary, to reestablish the flow
of trade in the event of a transportation dis-
ruption; and

(C) a plan to provide training for the peri-
odic instruction of personnel of the United
States Customs and Border Protection in
trade resumption functions and responsibil-
ities following a transportation disruption;

(11) consider the linkages between supply
chain security and security programs within
other systems of movement, including travel
security and terrorism finance programs;
and

(12) expand upon and relate to existing
strategies and plans, including the National
Response Plan, National Maritime Transpor-
tation Security Plan, and the 8 supporting
plans of the Strategy, as required by Home-
land Security Presidential Directive 13.

(c) CONSULTATION.—In developing protocols
under subsection (b)(10), the Secretary shall
consult with Federal, State, local, and pri-
vate sector stakeholders, including the Na-
tional Maritime Security Advisory Com-
mittee and the Commercial Operations Advi-
sory Committee.

(d) COMMUNICATION.—To the extent prac-
ticable, the strategic plan developed under
subsection (a) shall provide for coordination
with, and lines of communication among, ap-
propriate Federal, State, local, and private-
sector stakeholders on law enforcement ac-
tions, intermodal rerouting plans, and other
strategic infrastructure issues.

(e) UTILIZATION OF ADVISORY COMMIT-
TEES.—As part of the consultations described
in subsection (a), the Secretary shall, to the
extent practicable, utilize the Homeland Se-
curity Advisory Committee, the National
Maritime Security Advisory Committee, and
the Commercial Operations Advisory Com-
mittee to review, as necessary, the draft
strategic plan and any subsequent updates to
the strategic plan.

(f) INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS AND PRAC-
TICES.—In furtherance of the strategic plan
required under subsection (a), the Secretary
is encouraged to consider proposed or estab-
lished standards and practices of foreign gov-
ernments and international organizations,
including the International Maritime Orga-
nization, the World Customs Organization,
and the International Organization for
Standardization, as appropriate, to establish
standards and best practices for the security
of containers moving through the inter-
national supply chain.

(g) REPORT.—

(1) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report
that contains the strategic plan required by
subsection (a).

(2) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 3 years
after the date on which the strategic plan is
submitted under paragraph (1), the Secretary
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shall submit a report to the appropriate con-

gressional committees that contains an up-

date of the strategic plan.

SEC. 202. POST INCIDENT
TRADE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise de-
termined by the Secretary, in the event of a
maritime transportation disruption or a
maritime transportation security incident,
the initial incident commander and the lead
department, agency, or office for carrying
out the strategic plan required under section
201 shall be determined by the protocols re-
quired under section 201(b)(10).

(b) VESSELS.—The Commandant of the
Coast Guard shall, to the extent practicable
and consistent with the protocols and plans
required under paragraphs (10) and (12) of
section 201(b), ensure the safe and secure
transit of vessels to ports in the United
States after a maritime transportation secu-
rity incident, with priority given to vessels
carrying cargo determined by the President
to be critical for response and recovery from
such a disruption or incident, and to vessels
that—

(1) have either a vessel security plan ap-
proved under section 70103(c) of title 46,
United States Code, or a valid international
ship security certificate, as provided under
part 104 of title 33, Code of Federal Regula-
tions;

(2) are manned by individuals who are de-
scribed in section 70105(b)(2)(B) of title 46,
United States Code, and who—

(A) have undergone a background records
check under section 70105(d) of title 46,
United States Code; or

(B) hold a transportation security card
issued under section 70105 of title 46, United
States Code; and

(3) are operated by validated participants
in the Customs-Trade Partnership Against
Terrorism program.

(c) CARGO.—Consistent with the protocols
and plans required under paragraphs (10) and
(12) of section 201(b), the Commissioner shall
give preference to cargo—

(1) entering a port of entry directly from a
foreign seaport designated under Container
Security Initiative;

(2) determined by the President to be crit-
ical for response and recovery;

(3) that has been handled by a validated C-
TPAT participant; or

(4) that has undergone (A) a nuclear or ra-
diological detection scan, (B) an x-ray, den-
sity or other imaging scan, and (C) an opti-
cal recognition scan, at the last port of de-
parture prior to arrival in the United States,
which data has been evaluated and analyzed
by United States Customs and Border Pro-
tection personnel.

(d) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall en-
sure that there is appropriate coordination
among the Commandant of the Coast Guard,
the Commissioner, and other Federal offi-
cials following a maritime disruption or
maritime transportation security incident in
order to provide for the resumption of trade.

(e) COMMUNICATION.—Consistent with sec-
tion 201 of this Act, the Commandant of the
Coast Guard, Commissioner, and other ap-
propriate Federal officials, shall promptly
communicate any revised procedures or in-
structions intended for the private sector
following a maritime disruption or maritime
transportation security incident.

SEC. 203. AUTOMATED TARGETING SYSTEM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall—

(1) identify and seek the submission of data
related to the movement of a shipment of
cargo through the international supply
chain; and

(2) analyze the data described in paragraph
(1) to identify high-risk cargo for inspection.
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(b) CONSIDERATION.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall—

(1) consider the cost, benefit, and feasi-
bility of—

(A) requiring additional nonmanifest docu-
mentation;

(B) reducing the time period allowed by
law for revisions to a container cargo mani-
fest;

(C) reducing the time period allowed by
law for submission of certain elements of
entry data, for vessel or cargo; and

(D) such other actions the Secretary con-
siders beneficial for improving the informa-
tion relied upon for the Automated Tar-
geting System and any successor targeting
system in furthering the security and integ-
rity of the international supply chain; and

(2) consult with stakeholders, including
the Commercial Operations Advisory Com-
mittee, and identify to them the need for
such information, and the appropriate tim-
ing of its submission.

(c) DETERMINATION.—Upon the completion
of the process under subsection (b), the Sec-
retary, acting through the Commissioner,
may require importers to submit certain ele-
ments of non-manifest or other data about a
shipment bound for the United States not
later than 24 hours before loading a con-
tainer on a vessel at a foreign port bound for
the United States.

(d) SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary, acting through the Commissioner,
shall—

(1) conduct, through an independent panel,
a review of the effectiveness and capabilities
of the Automated Targeting System;

(2) consider future iterations of the Auto-
mated Targeting System;

(3) ensure that the Automated Targeting
System has the capability to electronically
compare manifest and other available data
for cargo entered into or bound for the
United States to detect any significant
anomalies between such data and facilitate
the resolution of such anomalies; and

(4) ensure that the Automated Targeting
System has the capability to electronically
identify, compile, and compare select data
elements for cargo entered into or bound for
the United States following a maritime
transportation security incident, in order to
efficiently identify cargo for increased in-
spection or expeditious release.

() AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the United States Customs
and Border Protection in the Department of
Homeland Security to carry out the Auto-
mated Targeting System for identifying
high-risk ocean-borne container cargo for in-
spection—

(A) $33,200,000 for fiscal year 2008;

(B) $35,700,000 for fiscal year 2009; and

(C) $37,485,000 for fiscal year 2010.

(2) SUPPLEMENT FOR OTHER FUNDS.—The
amounts authorized by this subsection shall
be in addition to any other amount author-
ized to be appropriated to carry out the
Automated Targeting System.

SEC. 204. CONTAINER SECURITY STANDARDS AND
PROCEDURES.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall initiate a rulemaking
proceeding to establish minimum standards
and procedures for securing containers in
transit to an importer in the United States.

(2) INTERIM RULE.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall issue an interim final
rule pursuant to the proceeding described in
paragraph (1).

(3) MISSED DEADLINE.—If the Secretary is
unable to meet the deadline established pur-
suant to paragraph (2), the Secretary shall
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transmit a letter to the appropriate congres-
sional committees explaining why the Sec-
retary is unable to meet that deadline and
describing what must be done before such
minimum standards and procedures can be
established.

(b) REVIEW AND ENHANCEMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall regularly review and enhance
the standards and procedures established
pursuant to subsection (a).

(¢) INTERNATIONAL CARGO SECURITY STAND-
ARDS.—The Secretary, in consultation with
the Secretary of State, the Secretary of En-
ergy, and other government officials, as ap-
propriate, and with the Commercial Oper-
ations Advisory Committee, the Homeland
Security Advisory Committee, and the Na-
tional Maritime Security Advisory Com-
mittee, is encouraged to promote and estab-
lish international standards for the security
of containers moving through the inter-
national supply chain with foreign govern-
ments and international organizations, in-
cluding the International Maritime Organi-
zation and the World Customs Organization.
SEC. 205. CONTAINER SECURITY INITIATIVE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall establish
and implement a program (referred to in this
section as the ‘“Container Security Initia-
tive”’) to identify and examine or search
maritime containers that pose a security
risk before loading such containers in a for-
eign port for shipment to the United States,
either directly or through a foreign port.

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, may designate
foreign seaports to participate in the Con-
tainer Security Initiative after the Sec-
retary has assessed the costs, benefits, and
other factors associated with such designa-
tion, including—

(1) the level of risk for the potential com-
promise of containers by terrorists, or other
threats as determined by the Secretary;

(2) the volume and value of cargo being im-
ported to the United States directly from, or
being transshipped through, the foreign sea-
port;

(3) the results of the Coast Guard assess-
ments conducted pursuant to section 70108 of
title 46, United States Code;

(4) the commitment of the government of
the country in which the foreign seaport is
located to cooperate with the Department to
carry out the Container Security Initiative;
and

(5) the potential for validation of security
practices at the foreign seaport by the De-
partment.

(c) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall no-
tify the appropriate congressional commit-
tees of the designation of a foreign port
under the Container Security Initiative or
the revocation of such a designation before
notifying the public of such designation or
revocation.

(d) NEGOTIATIONS.—The Secretary, in co-
operation with the Secretary of State and in
consultation with the United States Trade
Representative, may enter into negotiations
with the government of each foreign nation
in which a seaport is designated under the
Container Security Initiative to ensure full
compliance with the requirements under the
Container Security Initiative.

(e) OVERSEAS INSPECTIONS.—The Secretary
shall enter into agreements with the govern-
ments of foreign countries participating in
the Container Security Initiative that estab-
lish criteria and procedures for an integrated
scanning system and shall monitor oper-
ations at foreign seaports designated under
the Container Security Initiative to ensure
the use of such criteria and procedures. Such
criteria and procedures—

(1) shall be consistent with relevant stand-
ards and procedures utilized by other Federal
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departments or agencies, or developed by
international bodies if the United States
consents to such standards and procedures;

(2) shall not apply to activities conducted
under the Megaports Initiative of the De-
partment of Energy;

(3) shall not be designed to endorse the
product or technology of any specific com-
pany or to conflict with the sovereignty of a
country in which a foreign seaport des-
ignated under the Container Security Initia-
tive is located;

(4) shall be applied to the equipment oper-
ated at each foreign seaport designated
under the Container Security Initiative, ex-
cept as provided under paragraph (2); and

(5) shall prohibit, beginning on October 1,
2008, the shipment of any container from a
foreign seaport designated under Container
Security Initiative to a port in the United
States unless the container has passed
through an integrated scanning system.

(f) SAVINGS PROVISION.—The authority of
the Secretary under this section shall not af-
fect any authority or duplicate any efforts or
responsibilities of the Federal Government
with respect to the deployment of radiation
detection equipment outside of the United
States under any program administered by
the Department.

(g) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall co-
ordinate with the Secretary of Energy to—

(1) provide radiation detection equipment
required to support the Container Security
Initiative through the Department of Ener-
gy’s Second Line of Defense and Megaports
programs; or

(2) work with the private sector to obtain
radiation detection equipment that meets
the Department’s technical specifications for
such equipment.

(h) STAFFING.—The Secretary shall develop
a human capital management plan to deter-
mine adequate staffing levels in the United
States and in foreign seaports including, as
appropriate, the remote location of per-
sonnel in countries in which foreign seaports
are designated under the Container Security
Initiative.

(i) ANNUAL DISCUSSIONS.—The Secretary, in
coordination with the appropriate Federal
officials, shall hold annual discussions with
foreign governments of countries in which
foreign seaports designated under the Con-
tainer Security Initiative are located regard-
ing best practices, technical assistance,
training needs, and technological develop-
ments that will assist in ensuring the effi-
cient and secure movement of international
cargo.

(j) LESSER RISK PORT.—The Secretary, act-
ing through the Commissioner, may treat
cargo loaded in a foreign seaport designated
under the Container Security Initiative as
presenting a lesser risk than similar cargo
loaded in a foreign seaport that is not des-
ignated under the Container Security Initia-
tive, for the purpose of clearing such cargo
into the United States.

(k) REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than September
30, 2007, the Secretary, acting through the
Commissioner, shall, in consultation with
other appropriate government officials and
the Commercial Operations Advisory Com-
mittee, submit a report to the appropriate
congressional committee on the effective-
ness of, and the need for any improvements
to, the Container Security Initiative. The re-
port shall include—

(A) a description of the technical assist-
ance delivered to, as well as needed at, each
designated seaport;

(B) a description of the human capital
management plan at each designated sea-
port;

(C) a summary of the requests made by the
United States to foreign governments to con-
duct physical or nonintrusive inspections of
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cargo at designated seaports, and whether
each such request was granted or denied by
the foreign government;

(D) an assessment of the effectiveness of
screening, scanning, and inspection protocols
and technologies utilized at designated sea-
ports and the effect on the flow of commerce
at such seaports, as well as any rec-
ommendations for improving the effective-
ness of screening, scanning, and inspection
protocols and technologies utilized at des-
ignated seaports;

(E) a description and assessment of the
outcome of any security incident involving a
foreign seaport designated under the Con-
tainer Security Initiative; and

(F) a summary and assessment of the ag-
gregate number and extent of trade compli-
ance lapses at each seaport designated under
the Container Security Initiative.

(2) UPDATED REPORT.—Not later than Sep-
tember 30, 2010, the Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall, in con-
sultation with other appropriate government
officials and the Commercial Operations Ad-
visory Committee, submit an updated report
to the appropriate congressional committees
on the effectiveness of, and the need for any
improvements to, the Container Security
Initiative. The updated report shall address
each of the elements required to be included
in the report provided for under paragraph
@.
(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the United States Customs and Border Pro-
tection in the Department of Homeland Se-
curity to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion—

(1) $144,000,000 for fiscal year 2008;

(2) $146,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; and

(3) $153,300,000 for fiscal year 2010.

Subtitle B—Customs-Trade Partnership
Against Terrorism
SEC. 211. ESTABLISHMENT.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner is authorized to
establish a voluntary government-private
sector program (to be known as the ‘“‘Cus-
toms-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism”
or ‘“C-TPAT”) to strengthen and improve
the overall security of the international sup-
ply chain and United States border security,
and to facilitate the movement of secure
cargo through the international supply
chain, by providing benefits to participants
meeting or exceeding the program require-
ments. Participants in C-TPAT shall include
tier 1 participants, tier 2 participants, and
tier 3 participants.

(b) MINIMUM SECURITY REQUIREMENTS.—
The Secretary, acting through the Commis-
sioner, shall review the minimum security
requirements of C-TPAT at least once every
year and update such requirements as nec-
essary.

SEC. 212. ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.

Importers, customs brokers, forwarders,
air, sea, land carriers, contract logistics pro-
viders, and other entities in the inter-
national supply chain and intermodal trans-
portation system are eligible to apply to vol-
untarily enter into partnerships with the De-
partment under C-TPAT.

SEC. 213. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.

An applicant seeking to participate in C-
TPAT shall—

(1) demonstrate a history of moving cargo
in the international supply chain;

(2) conduct an assessment of its supply
chain based upon security criteria estab-
lished by the Secretary, acting through the
Commissioner, including—

(A) business partner requirements;

(B) container security;

(C) physical security and access controls;

(D) personnel security;
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(E) procedural security;

(F) security training and threat awareness;
and

(G) information technology security;

(3) implement and maintain security meas-
ures and supply chain security practices
meeting security criteria established by the
Commissioner; and

(4) meet all other requirements established
by the Commissioner in consultation with
the Commercial Operations Advisory Com-
mittee.

SEC. 214. TIER 1 PARTICIPANTS IN C-TPAT.

(a) BENEFITS.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall offer lim-
ited benefits to a tier 1 participant who has
been certified in accordance with the guide-
lines referred to in subsection (b). Such bene-
fits may include a reduction in the score as-
signed pursuant to the Automated Targeting
System of not greater than 20 percent of the
high risk threshold established by the Sec-
retary.

(b) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary, acting through the Commis-
sioner, shall update the guidelines for certi-
fying a C-TPAT participant’s security meas-
ures and supply chain security practices
under this section. Such guidelines shall in-
clude a background investigation and exten-
sive documentation review.

(c) TiME FRAME.—To the extent prac-
ticable, the Secretary, acting through the
Commissioner, shall complete the tier 1 cer-
tification process within 90 days of receipt of
an application for participation in C-TPAT.
SEC. 215. TIER 2 PARTICIPANTS IN C-TPAT.

(a) VALIDATION.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall validate
the security measures and supply chain secu-
rity practices of a tier 1 participant in ac-
cordance with the guidelines referred to in
subsection (c). Such validation shall include
on-site assessments at appropriate foreign
locations utilized by the tier 1 participant in
its supply chain and shall, to the extent
practicable, be completed not later than 1
year after certification as a tier 1 partici-
pant.

(b) BENEFITS.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall extend ben-
efits to each C-TPAT participant that has
been validated as a tier 2 participant under
this section, which may include—

(1) reduced scores in the Automated Tar-
geting System;

(2) reduced examinations of cargo; and

(3) priority searches of cargo.

(¢c) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary, acting through the Commis-
sioner, shall develop a schedule and update
the guidelines for validating a participant’s
security measures and supply chain security
practices under this section.

SEC. 216. TIER 3 PARTICIPANTS IN C-TPAT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall establish a
third tier of C-TPAT participation that of-
fers additional benefits to participants who
demonstrate a sustained commitment to
maintaining security measures and supply
chain security practices that exceed the
guidelines established for validation as a tier
2 participant in C-TPAT under section 215 of
this Act.

(b) CRITERIA.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall designate
criteria for validating a C-TPAT participant
as a tier 3 participant under this section.
Such criteria may include—

(1) compliance with any additional guide-
lines established by the Secretary that ex-
ceed the guidelines established pursuant to
section 215 of this Act for validating a C-
TPAT participant as a tier 2 participant,
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particularly with respect to controls over ac-
cess to cargo throughout the supply chain;

(2) voluntary submission of additional in-
formation regarding cargo prior to loading,
as determined by the Secretary;

(3) utilization of container security devices
and technologies that meet standards and
criteria established by the Secretary; and

(4) compliance with any other cargo re-
quirements established by the Secretary.

(¢c) BENEFITS.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, in consultation
with the Commercial Operations Advisory
Committee and the National Maritime Secu-
rity Advisory Committee, shall extend bene-
fits to each C-TPAT participant that has
been validated as a tier 3 participant under
this section, which may include—

(1) the expedited release of a tier 3 partici-
pant’s cargo in destination ports within the
United States during all threat levels des-
ignated by the Secretary;

(2) in addition to the benefits available to
tier 2 participants—

(A) further reduction in examinations of
cargo;

(B) priority for examinations of cargo; and

(C) further reduction in the risk score as-
signed pursuant to the Automated Targeting
System;

(3) notification of specific alerts and post-
incident procedures to the extent such noti-
fication does not compromise the security
interests of the United States; and

(4) inclusion in joint incident management
exercises, as appropriate.

(d) DEADLINE.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary, acting through the Commissioner,
shall designate appropriate criteria pursuant
to subsection (b) and provide benefits to vali-
dated tier 3 participants pursuant to sub-
section (c).

SEC. 217. CONSEQUENCES FOR LACK OF COMPLI-

(a) IN GENERAL.—If at any time a C-TPAT
participant’s security measures and supply
chain security practices fail to meet any of
the requirements under this subtitle, the
Commissioner may deny the participant ben-
efits otherwise available under this subtitle,
in whole or in part.

(b) FALSE OR MISLEADING INFORMATION.—If
a C-TPAT participant knowingly provides
false or misleading information to the Com-
missioner during the validation process pro-
vided for under this subtitle, the Commis-
sioner shall suspend or expel the participant
from C-TPAT for an appropriate period of
time. The Commissioner may publish in the
Federal Register a list of participants who
have been suspended or expelled from C-
TPAT pursuant to this subsection, and may
make such list available to C-TPAT partici-
pants.

(c) RIGHT OF APPEAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A C-TPAT participant
may appeal a decision of the Commissioner
pursuant to subsection (a). Such appeal shall
be filed with the Secretary not later than 90
days after the date of the decision, and the
Secretary shall issue a determination not
later than 180 days after the appeal is filed.

(2) APPEALS OF OTHER DECISIONS.—A C-
TPAT participant may appeal a decision of
the Commissioner pursuant to subsection
(b). Such appeal shall be filed with the Sec-
retary not later than 30 days after the date
of the decision, and the Secretary shall issue
a determination not later than 180 days after
the appeal is filed.

SEC. 218. REVALIDATION.

The Secretary, acting through the Com-
missioner, shall develop and implement—

(1) a revalidation process for tier 2 and tier
3 participants;

(2) a framework based upon objective cri-
teria for identifying participants for periodic



September 13, 2006

revalidation not less frequently than once
during each 5-year period following the ini-
tial validation; and

(3) an annual plan for revalidation that in-
cludes—

(A) performance measures;

(B) an assessment of the personnel needed
to perform the revalidations; and

(C) the number of participants that will be
revalidated during the following year.

SEC. 219. NONCONTAINERIZED CARGO.

The Secretary, acting through the Com-
missioner, shall consider the potential for
participation in C-TPAT by importers of
noncontainerized cargoes that otherwise
meet the requirements under this subtitle.
SEC. 220. C-TPAT PROGRAM MANAGEMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting
through the Commissioner, shall establish
sufficient internal quality controls and
record management to support the manage-
ment systems of C-TPAT. In managing the
program, the Secretary shall ensure that the
program includes:

(1) STRATEGIC PLAN.—A 5-year plan to iden-
tify outcome-based goals and performance
measures of the program.

(2) ANNUAL PLAN.—An annual plan for each
fiscal year designed to match available re-
sources to the projected workload.

(3) STANDARDIZED WORK PROGRAM.—A
standardized work program to be used by
agency personnel to carry out the certifi-
cations, validations, and revalidations of
participants. The Secretary shall Kkeep
records and monitor staff hours associated
with the completion of each such review.

(b) DOCUMENTATION OF REVIEWS.—The Sec-
retary, acting through the Commissioner,
shall maintain a record management system
to document determinations on the reviews
of each C-TPAT participant, including cer-
tifications, validations, and revalidations.

(c) CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION SAFE-
GUARDS.—In consultation with the Commer-
cial Operations Advisory Committee, the
Secretary, acting through the Commissioner,
shall develop and implement procedures to
ensure the protection of confidential data
collected, stored, or shared with government
agencies or as part of the application, cer-
tification, validation, and revalidation proc-
esses.

SEC. 221. RESOURCE
PLAN.

The Secretary, acting through the Com-
missioner, shall—

(1) develop a staffing plan to recruit and
train staff (including a formalized training
program) to meet the objectives identified in
the strategic plan of the C-TPAT program;
and

(2) provide cross-training in post-incident
trade resumption for personnel who admin-
ister the C-TPAT program.

SEC. 222. ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.

In each of the fiscal years 2007 through
2009, the Commissioner shall increase by not
less than 50 the number of full-time per-
sonnel engaged in the wvalidation and re-
validation of C-TPAT participants (over the
number of such personnel on the last day of
the previous fiscal year), and shall provide
appropriate training and support to such ad-
ditional personnel.

SEC. 223. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) C-TPAT.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the United States Customs
and Border Protection in the Department of
Homeland Security to carry out the provi-
sions of sections 211 through 221 to remain
available until expended—

(1) $65,000,000 for fiscal year 2008;

(2) $72,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; and

(3) $75,600,000 for fiscal year 2010.

(b) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.—In addition to
any monies hereafter appropriated to the
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United States Customs and Border Protec-
tion in the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, there are authorized to be appropriated
for the purpose of meeting the staffing re-
quirement provided for in section 222, to re-
main available until expended—

(1) $8,500,000 for fiscal year 2007;

(2) $17,600,000 for fiscal year 2008;

(3) $27,300,000 for fiscal year 2009;

(4) $28,300,000 for fiscal year 2010; and

(5) $29,200,000 for fiscal year 2011.

SEC. 224. REPORT TO CONGRESS.

In connection with the President’s annual
budget submission for the Department of
Homeland Security, the Secretary shall re-
port to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees on the progress made by the Com-
missioner to certify, validate, and revalidate
C-TPAT participants. Such report shall be
due on the same date that the President’s
budget is submitted to the Congress.

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Provisions
SEC. 231. PILOT INTEGRATED SCANNING SYSTEM.

(a) DESIGNATIONS.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall designate 3 foreign sea-
ports through which containers pass or are
transshipped to the United States for the es-
tablishment of pilot integrated scanning sys-
tems that couple nonintrusive imaging
equipment and radiation detection equip-
ment. The equipment may be provided by the
Megaports Initiative of the Department of
Energy. In making the designations under
this paragraph, the Secretary shall consider
3 distinct ports with unique features and dif-
fering levels of trade volume.

(b) COLLABORATION AND COOPERATION.—The
Secretary shall collaborate with the Sec-
retary of Energy and cooperate with the pri-
vate sector and the foreign government of
each country in which a foreign seaport is
designated pursuant to subsection (a) to im-
plement the pilot systems.

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall achieve a full-scale im-
plementation of the pilot integrated screen-
ing system, which shall—

(1) scan all containers destined for the
United States that transit through the port;
and

(2) electronically transmit the images and
information to the container security initia-
tive personnel in the host country and cus-
toms personnel in the United States for eval-
uation and analysis.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after
achieving full-scale implementation under
subsection (c), the Secretary, in consultation
with the Secretary of Energy and the Sec-
retary of State, shall submit a report to the
appropriate congressional committees, that
includes—

(1) an evaluation of the lessons derived
from the pilot system implemented under
this subsection;

(2) an analysis of the efficacy of the Auto-
mated Targeting System or other relevant
programs in utilizing the images captured to
examine high-risk containers;

(3) an evaluation of software that is capa-
ble of automatically identifying potential
anomalies in scanned containers;

(4) an analysis of the need and feasibility
of expanding the integrated scanning system
to other container security initiative ports,
including—

(A) an analysis of the infrastructure re-
quirements;

(B) a projection of the effect on current av-
erage processing speed of containerized
cargo;

(C) an evaluation of the scalability of the
system to meet both current and future fore-
casted trade flows;

(D) the ability of the system to automati-
cally maintain and catalog appropriate data
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for reference and analysis in the event of a
transportation disruption;

(E) an analysis of requirements to install
and maintain an integrated scanning system;

(F) the ability of administering personnel
to efficiently manage and utilize the data
produced by a non-intrusive scanning sys-
tem;

(G) the ability to safeguard commercial
data generated by, or submitted to, a non-in-
trusive scanning system; and

(H) an assessment of the reliability of cur-
rently available technology to implement an
integrated scanning system.

(e) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than Octo-
ber 1, 2010, an integrated scanning system
shall be implemented to scan all containers
entering the United States prior to arrival in
the United States.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator
from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mrs. CLINTON, Madam President, I
will yield a few minutes to Senator
KERRY in a moment, but I ask unani-
mous consent to temporarily set aside
the pending amendment to call up an
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4957

Mrs. CLINTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent to call up Senate amendment 4957.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mrs. CLIN-
TON] for herself and Mrs. DOLE, proposes an
amendment numbered 4957.

Mrs. CLINTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To facilitate nationwide avail-
ability of 2-1-1 telephone service for infor-
mation on and referral to human services,
including volunteer opportunities related
to human services, and for other purposes)
At the end, insert the following:

TITLE —2-1-1 SERVICE
1. GRANTS TO FACILITATE NATIONWIDE
AVAILABILITY OF 2-1-1 SERVICE FOR
INFORMATION ON AND REFERRAL
TO HUMAN SERVICES.

(a) GRANTS REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
Health and Human Services, acting through
the Assistant Secretary for Children and
Families, shall award a grant to each eligi-
ble State to carry out a program for the pur-
pose of making 2-1-1 telephone service avail-
able to all residents of the State with phone
service for information on and referral to
human services. The grant, and the service
provided through the grant, shall supple-
ment existing (as of the date of the award)
funding streams or services.

(b) PERIOD AND AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The
Secretary of Health and Human Services
shall award the grants for periods deter-
mined by the Secretary. The Secretary shall
award the grants in amounts that are not
less than a minimum amount determined by
the Secretary.

(¢) REQUIREMENT ON SHARE OF ACTIVITIES.—

(1) REQUIREMENT.—A State may not be
awarded a grant under this section unless
the State ensures that at least 50 percent of
the resources of the program funded by the
grant will be derived from other sources.

SEC.
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(2) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS.—The require-
ment specified in paragraph (1) may be satis-
fied by in-kind contributions of goods or
services.

(d) LEAD ENTITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A State seeking a grant
under this section shall carry out this sec-
tion through a lead entity (also known as a
¢“2-1-1 Collaborative’) meeting the require-
ments of this subsection.

(2) 2-1-1 COLLABORATIVE.—An entity shall
be treated as the 2-1-1 Collaborative for a
State under this subsection if the entity—

(A) exists for such purpose under State
law;

(B) exists for such purpose by order of the
State public utility commission; or

(C) is a collaborative entity established by
the State for such purpose from among rep-
resentatives of—

(i) an informal existing (as of the date of
establishment of the entity) 2-1-1 statewide
collaborative, if any, in the State;

(ii) State agencies;

(iii) community-based organizations;

(iv) faith-based organizations;

(v) not-for-profit organizations;

(vi) comprehensive and specialized infor-
mation and referral providers, including cur-
rent (as of the date of establishment of the
entity) 2-1-1 call centers;

(vii) foundations; and

(viii) businesses.

(3) REQUIREMENTS FOR PREEXISTING LEAD
ENTITIES.—An entity described by subpara-
graph (A) or (B) of paragraph (2) may be
treated as a lead entity under this sub-
section only if such entity collaborates, to
the extent practicable, with the organiza-
tions and entities listed in subparagraph (C)
of that paragraph.

(e) APPLICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The lead entity for each
State seeking a grant under this section
shall submit to the Secretary an application
in such form as the Secretary shall require.

(2) INFORMATION.—An application for a
State under this subsection shall contain in-
formation as follows:

(A) Information, on the program to be car-
ried out by the lead entity for the State so
that every resident of the State with phone
service may call the 2-1-1 telephone service
at no charge to the caller, describing how
the lead entity plans to make available
throughout the State 2-1-1 telephone service
information and referral on human services,
including information on the manner in
which the lead entity will develop, sustain,
and evaluate the program.

(B) Information on the sources of resources
for the program for purposes of meeting the
requirement specified in subsection (c).

(C) Information describing how the entity
shall provide, to the extent practicable, a
statewide database available to all residents
of the State as well as all providers of human
services programs, through the Internet,
that will allow them to search for programs
or services that are available according to
the data gathered by the human services pro-
grams in the State.

(D) Any additional information that the
Secretary may require for purposes of this
section.

(f) SUBGRANTS.—

(1) AUTHORITY.—In carrying out a program
to make 2-1-1 telephone service available to
all residents of a State with phone service,
the lead entity for the State may award sub-
grants to such persons or entities as the lead
entity considers appropriate for purposes of
the program, including subgrants to provide
funds—

(A) for the provision of 2-1-1 telephone
service;

(B) for the operation and maintenance of 2—
1-1 call centers; and
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(C) for the collection and display of infor-
mation for the statewide database.

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In awarding a
subgrant under this subsection, a lead entity
shall consider—

(A) the ability of the person or entity seek-
ing the subgrant to carry out activities or
provide services consistent with the pro-
gram;

(B) the extent to which the award of the
subgrant will facilitate equitable geographic
distribution of subgrants under this section
to ensure that rural communities have ac-
cess to 2-1-1 telephone service; and

(C) the extent to which the recipient of the
subgrant will establish and maintain cooper-
ative relationships with specialized informa-
tion and referral centers, including Child
Care Resource Referral Agencies, crisis cen-
ters, 9-1-1 call centers, and 3-1-1 call centers,
if applicable.

(g) USE OF
AMOUNTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts awarded as
grants or subgrants under this section shall
be used solely to make available 2-1-1 tele-
phone service to all residents of a State with
phone service for information on and referral
to human services, including telephone con-
nections between families and individuals
seeking such services and the providers of
such services.

(2) PARTICULAR MATTERS.—In making 2-1-1
telephone service available, the recipient of
a grant or subgrant shall, to the maximum
extent practicable—

(A) abide by the highest quality existing
(as of the date of the award of the grant or
subgrant) Key Standards for 2-1-1 Centers;
and

(B) collaborate with human services orga-
nizations, whether public or private, to pro-
vide an exhaustive database of services with
which to provide information or referrals to
individuals utilizing 2-1-1 telephone service.

(3) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts of a subgrant
under subsection (f) may be used by subgrant
recipients for statewide and regional plan-
ning, start-up costs (including costs of soft-
ware and hardware upgrades and tele-
communications costs), training, accredita-
tion, public awareness activities, evaluation
of activities, Internet hosting and site devel-
opment and maintenance for a statewide
database, database integration projects that
incorporate data from different 2-1-1 pro-
grams into a single statewide database, and
the provision of 2-1-1 telephone service. The
amounts may not be used for maintenance
activities or any other ongoing activity that
promotes State reliance on the amounts.

(h) REQUIREMENT ON ALLOCATION OF GRANT
AMOUNTS.—Of the amounts awarded under
this section, an aggregate of not more than
15 percent shall be allocated for evaluation,
training, and technical assistance, and for
management and administration of sub-
grants awarded under this section.

(i) REPORTS.—The lead entity for each
State awarded a grant under this section for
a fiscal year shall submit to the Secretary,
not later than 60 days after the end of such
fiscal year, a report on the program funded
by the grant. Each report shall—

(1) describe the program funded by the
grant;

(2) assess the effectiveness of the program
in making available, to all residents of the
State with phone service, 2-1-1 telephone
service, for information on and referral to
human services in accordance with the provi-
sions of this section; and

(3) assess the effectiveness of collaboration
with human services resource and referral
entities and service providers.

(j) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) HUMAN SERVICES.—The term
services’’ means services as follows:

GRANT AND SUBGRANT
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(A) Services that assist individuals in be-
coming more self-sufficient, in preventing
dependency, and in strengthening family re-
lationships.

(B) Services that support personal and so-
cial development.

(C) Services that help ensure the health
and well-being of individuals, families, and
communities.

(2) INFORMATION AND REFERRAL CENTER.—
The term ‘“‘information and referral center”
means a center that—

(A) maintains a database of providers of
human services in a State or locality;

(B) assists individuals, families, and com-
munities in identifying, understanding, and
accessing the providers of human services
and the human services offered by the pro-
viders; and

(C) tracks types of calls referred and re-
ceived to document the demands for services.

(3) STATE.—The term ‘‘State” means each
of the several States, the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
United States Virgin Islands, Guam, Amer-
ican Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands.

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this title,
$75,000,000 for fiscal year 2007 and such sums
as may be necessary for each of fiscal years
2008 through 2012.

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions specified in subsection (a) shall remain
available until expended.

AMENDMENT NO. 4943

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to temporarily
set aside the pending amendment to
call up an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. CLINTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent to call up Senate amendment 4943.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mrs. CLIN-
TON] proposes an amendment numbered 4943.

Mrs. CLINTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To fund additional research to im-
prove the detection of explosive materials
at airport security checkpoints)

At the end, insert the following:
TITLE V—AIRPORT SECURITY

501. AVIATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT FOR EXPLOSIVE DETECTION.

(a) ADVANCED EXPLOSIVES DETECTION SYS-
TEMS.—The Secretary of Homeland Security,
through the Under Secretary for Science and
Technology and the Assistant Secretary of
the Transportation Security Administration,
and in consultation with the Secretary of
Transportation, shall, in carrying out re-
search and development on the detection of
explosive materials at airport security
checkpoints, focus on the detection of explo-
sive materials, including liquid explosives, in
a manner that—

(1) improves the ability of airport security
technologies to determine which items
could—

(A) threaten safety;

(B) be used as an explosive; or

(C) assembled into an explosive device; and

SEC.
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(2) results in the development of an ad-
vanced screening technology that incor-
porates existing technologies into a single
screening system.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of Homeland
Security to carry out this section—

(A) $200,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; and

(B) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2009.

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall remain avail-
able until expended.

AMENDMENT NO. 4958

Mrs. CLINTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be
temporarily set aside, and I call up
amendment No. 4958.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mrs. CLIN-
TON], for herself and Mr. SCHUMER, Proposes
an amendment numbered 4958.

Mrs. CLINTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To establish a grant program for

individuals still suffering health effects as

a result of the September 11, 2001, attacks

in New York City)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . GRANTS FOR 9/11-RELATED HEALTH
~ CARE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services (referred to in this sec-
tion as the ‘‘Secretary’’), acting through the
Director of the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, shall award grants to eligi-
ble entities to provide medical and mental
health monitoring, tracking, and treatment
to individuals whose health has been directly
impacted as a result of the attacks on New
York City on September 11, 2001.

(b) ELIGIBILITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive a
grant under subsection (a), an entity shall—

(A) be an entity—

(i) that serves individuals described in sub-
section (a), including entities providing base-
line and follow-up screening, clinical exami-
nations, or long-term medical or mental
health monitoring, analysis, or treatment to
such individuals such as the Mount Sinai
Center for Occupational and Environmental
Medicine of New York City, the New York
City Fire Department’s Bureau of Health
Services and Counseling Services Unit, the
New York City Police Foundation’s Project
COPE, the Police Organization Providing
Peer Assistance of New York City, and the
New York City Department of Health and
Mental Hygiene’s World Trade Center Health
Registry; or

(ii) an entity not described in clause (i)
that provides similar services to the individ-
uals described in such clause; and

(B) submit to the Secretary an application
at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary
may require.

(2) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—Individuals eli-
gible to receive assistance from an entity
under a grant under this section shall in-
clude firefighters, police officers, para-
medics, workers, volunteers, residents, and
any other individual who worked at Ground
Zero or Fresh Kills, or who lived or worked
in the vicinity of such areas, and whose
health has deteriorated as a result of the at-
tacks described in subsection (a).

CONGRESSI